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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
1995 AND THE FUTURE YEARS DEFENSE
PROGRAM

%, ; TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1994

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

MILITARY POSTURE

The committee met, gursuant to notice, at 2:33 p.m., in room
SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, Senator Sam Nunn (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Nunn, Exon, Levin,
Bingaman, Glenn, Byrd, Graham, Robb, Lieberman, Thurmond,
Warner, Cohen, McCain, Lott, Coats, Smith, and Kempthorne.

Committee staff members present: Arnold L. Punaro, staff direc-
tor; Andrew S, Effron, general counsel; Richard DeBobes, counsel;
and Julie W, Kemp, research assistant.

Professional staff members present: John W. Douglass, Richard
D. Finn, Jr, Creéght.on Greene, Patrick T. Henry, William E.
Hoehn, Jr., David S. Lyles, Michael J. McCord, and Jeffrey Record.

Minority staff members present: Richard L. Reynard, minority
stafl director; Romie L. Brownlee, deputy staff director for the m-
nority; Donald A. Deline, minonty counsel; Christine K Cimko,
E:ess secretary; Charles S. Abell, Jonathan L. Etherton, George W.

uffer, Joseph G. Pallone, and Steven C. Saulnier, professional
staff members,

Staff assistants present: Shelley E. Gough, Cindy Pearson, Chris-
tina D. Still, and Mickie Jan Wise. .

Committee members’ assistants present: Andrew W. Johnson, as-
gistant to Senator Exon; Richard W. Fieldhouse and David A.
Lewis, assistants to Senator Levin; Steven A. Wolfe, assistant to
Senator Kennedy; John P. Gerhart, assistant to Senator Bingaman;
Philli& P. Upschulte and Suzanne M. McKenna, assistants to Sen-
ator Glenn; Terence M. Lynch, assistant to Senator Shelby; C.
Richard D’Amato, Melvin G. Dubee, and Lisa W. Tuite, assistants
to Senator Byrd; Kevin Monroe, assistant to Senator Graham; Jere-
miah J. Gertler, assistant to Senator Robb; John F. Lilley, assist-
ant to Senator Lieberman;. Randall A Schieber, assistant to Sen-
ator Bryan; Robert J. “Duke” Short, assistant to Senator Thur-
mond; Judith A. Ansley, assistant to Senator Warner, James M.
Bodner, assistant to Senator Cohen; Ann E. Sauer and Christopher
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dJ. Paul, assistants to Senator McCain; Samuel D. Adcock, assistant

to Senator Lott; Pamela G.D. Sellars, Richard F. Schwab, and

David J. Gribbin, assistants to Senator Coats; Thomas L. Lanftford,

asgistant to Senator Smith; Glen E. Tait, assistant to Senator

%e_m;;thtﬁme; and Christopher E. Rozek, assistant to Senator
aircloth,

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SAM NUNN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman NUNN. The committee meets this afternoon to receive
testimony from Secretary Perry and General Shalikashvili on the
fiscal year 1995 defense budget and the fiscal year 1995 to 1999
future years defense program.

Dr. Perry spent a lot time with the committee last week, but 1
want to note this is his first testimony officially as Secretaa of De-
fense and we welcome you in that new capacity. I know that you
had a busy weekend. You were in Europe and I understand that
%ou had a little trouble with your plane and had to get Senator

ohen to divert to come pick you up in England. Senator Cohen is,
of course, one of the great members of our committee and has been
to the Wehrkunde Conference many times, but knowing his capac-
ity for leveraging and negotiations, we are going to be looking eare-
Pﬂy gﬂs t.c]> whether you open back up Loring Air Force Base.

ughter.

And also how many Aegis destroyers are going to be built at
Bath Shipyard this year.

Senator COHEN. Mr. Chairman, you have no idea of the leverage
I exercised.

Secretarg PERRY. That is just a secret between Senator Cohen
and mysel.

Chairman NUNN. We will be looking at the budget closely in
those particular areas.

This is also the first military posture statement that General
Shalikashvili will present to the Congress as Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs and the first time he has testified as Chairman, although
we have had him here many times before in other important capac-
ities.

We welcome both of you here this afternoon. The country is, in-
deed, fortunate to have the two of you in charge of our defense es-
tablishment. You have each had terrific experience and your ca-
reers will stand you well in terms of what you undertake now.

As Congress besi]ns the debate on the administration’s fiscal year
1995 budget and the future years defense program, I think it is im-
ggrtant to put the defense budget in context. Fiscal year 1995 will

the 10th consecutive year the defense budget will decline in real
dollar terms. Since 1985 the Defense Department’s purchasing
gower has been reduced by 33 percent, or one-third. Under this
udget by fiscal year 1999, the defense budget will decline by an
additional 10 percent in real terms. We have 9 consecutive years
of real decline in the defense budget behind us and we are locking
for § more years of real decline in defense in front of us. We are
really talking about 14 years, by the time we get to 1999, of decline
in the defense budget each and every year.

Since fiscal year 1990, Defense Department manpower, that, is,

Active duty personnel, Reserve components, civilian personnel, has




122
3

been reduced by 750,000 people. The fiscal year 1995 budget will
bring an_additional reduction of over 180,000: 86,000 Active duty
Bersonnel, 46,000 National Guardsmen and reservists, and 50,000

OD civilians, This means that 15,000 positions in the Department
of Defense will be eliminated each month during fiscal year 1995.

Investment in research and procurement of new weapons has
also been cut back dramatically. The fiscal year 1995 budget re-
quest of $43 billion for procurement is the lowest level since 1950
in real dollar terms and represents a decline of 53 percent in just
5 years. The economic impact of this reduction in defense invest-
ment, coupled with the increasing number of base closings in the
next several years, is being felt and will be felt in towns and com-
munities across the whole country.

When people ask me—and thez frequently do—when the defense
budget is going to be cut, and when the peace dividend is going to
happen, the answer is that it has been happening. It continues to
hagpen and we are gettin{ the dividend out of this by reason of
deficit reduction and elso shifts4o other programs, That is an ongo-
ing grocess, but sometimes that word does not really get under-
stood.

In my view, it is essential that Congress follow the President’s

request in his State of the Union Address and not cut the defense v

bu Tﬁet any further than he has requested.

is is Eoin to be a very difficult year because the discretionary
caps for fiscal year 1994 through 1998 that went into effect last
year will put enormous pressure on the entire discretionary budget
which includes, but it is not limited to, defense, and that means
that defense will be increasingly pitted against other programs.
These caps put us in a zero sum game this year. Any increase in
discretionary spending must be offset by decreases in other discre-
tionary programs, again including, but not limited to, defense.

We also face the prospect of rescissions and we alse will be decid-
ing on a balanced bud%ft. amendment that could affect defense pro-
grams. That will be taken up shortly after we return in February.

With the reductions that have slready been made in defense
spending and with the continued reductions facing the defense
budget in the future, I believe we must eliminate the temptation
to cut the defense budget to increase spending for non-defense pro-
grams beyond what the President has already requested. If savings
can be made below the President’s request in the defense budget
in any particular year, whether they are programmatic savings or
savings that are identified in the a;;ﬁrognations process, I believe
these savings should go to reducing the deficit. I hope the Congress
will a%ree to reinstate the fire walls between defense and non-de-
fense discretionary spending when we take up the bud%et resolu-
tion in the coming months. Senator Domenici and 1 and others—
I am sure some on this committee—will be joining together to try
to reestablish those fire walls which will not prevent defense
apendingl from being cut, but it will ensure that if defense spending
is cut below the President’s budget, that it will not be simply shift-
ed into other programs, but will go to deficit reduction.

This fiscal year 1995 defense budget and the future dyears defense
program are based on the Bottom-Up Review initiated by Secretary
Aspin last year. That review was not completed until September of
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last year as the congressiona! debate on the fiscal year 1994 de-
fense authorization and appropriation bills were coming to a close.
As a result, Congress has not had an opportunity to closely exam-
ine the assumptions underl{ing the force levels recommended in
the Bottom-Up Review. I believe we need to look carefully at the
undethﬂy-ing assumptions in the Bottom-Up Review in the coming
months.

As the committee reviews the 1995 budget and the future years
defense programs, 1 think there are two key questions that we
must ask. First, are the force levels contained in the Bottom-Up
Review capable of carrying out the full range of missions called for
in that Bottom-Up Review, including prevailing in two nearly si-
multaneous regional contingencies, sustained forward presence,
and expanded ‘feacekee ing operations? Second, are the funding
Jevels contained in the fiscal years 1995-1999 future years defense
program adequate to fully support and maintain the force structure
in the Bottom-Up Review? That question is particularly important
in light of the fact that this future years defense program is under-
funded by $20 billion now in terms of the fiscal year 1995 to fiscal
year 1998 budget based on current inflation assum%tions. In other
words, we already start out $20 billion behind by DOD’s own fig-
ures.

Dr. Perry and General Shalikashvili, we welcome you here today.
Before we get your statements, we will ask Senator Thurmond for
any comments he would like to make. :

enator THURMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I join you in welcoming Dr. Perry and General
Shalikashvili here this rnoon.

A week ago we had the opportunity to question Dr. Perry as the
President’s nominee during his confirmation hearing. 1 am de-
lighted that he.4s here this afternoon as the Secretary of Defense.
Dr. Perry, I congratulate you on your confirmation. 1 look forward
to continuing our discussions of issues critical to our national de-
fense. General Shalikashvili, I am delighted that we have the op-
gortqnity to have you join in the dialogue in this, your first posture

earing.

I intend to focus my remarks this afternoon on two themes: the
budget and our national military strategy. Ten months ago, Sec-
retary Aspin testified at the fiscal year 1994 posture heanng that
the Clinton defense plan was a new strategy and new forces for a
new era.

Subsequently, the Defense Department delivered the findings of
its Bottom-Up keview, which was an attempt to arrive at the ap-
propriate level of military forces in the post-Cold War world. Unfor-
tunately, the Bottom-Up Review left many questions unanswered.

1 believe the time has come for a reassertion of first principles
that must undergird national security planning and budgeting. The
administration’s national security team needs to clarify the endur-
ing foreign policy principles and the vital national interests which
must be protected with military power in this new era. Then they
should assess hostile capabilities which may become threats to
those interests. At that point it is possible to define the forces, ca-
pabilities, and technologies that we need to counter those threats
and safeguard our interests.
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Without a clear understanding of these fundamentals, we will be
unable to answer basic questions that are increasingly dividing the
Congress and undermining public support of national defense.
What is the role of the U.S. military forces? When should we inter-
vene in a conflict or go to war? Unless we have some consensus and
can clarify these fundamentals, we are operating in a vacuum.

In the State of the Union Address, the President said, “Nothin

is more important to our security than our Nation's Armed Forces.
He went on to say, “We must not cut defense further.” I support
the President’s pledge to maintain our Nation’s security and will
wor}:dto ensure we achieve and maintain the best military in the
world.
People, force structure, and bases are popular soui'c,s of finding
funds when the Department struggles to support expenSive weap-
ons system within the budget. While these sources may yield short
to mid-term savings, they may create long-term risks. We must en-
sure that we remember the lessons of previous drawdowns and
maintain our capahility to win the next unexpected conflict. Such
a conflict will surely come and we must be prepared to decisively
win, whenever and wherever it is.

We must attract, train, and keep the finest of our youth. Our
forces must be ready and robust as a visible deterrence. We need
to be innovative and consider options such as putting bases with
irreplaceable assets, or that occupy key real estate, in a rest or
standby status instead of disposing of them for substantially less
than their value,

We must avoid actions based solely on short-term cost data while
ignoring the less tangible investment potential. An example of such
a short-sighted action would be the ¢losure of the Uniformed Serv-
ices University of the Health Sciences. This is a national resource
in heglth care, medical research, and education and should be re-
tained.

There are many other examples I could cite, but the message is
we can by penny wise and pound foolish if we are not careful.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentlemen. Glad to have

you.
Chairman NUKNN. Thank you, Senator Thurmond. Dr. Perry.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM J. PERRY, SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Secretary PERRY, Mr, Chairman, Senator Thurmond, committee
members, while this is the second defense budget which the Clin-
ton administration has pro)fosed to this committee, it is the first
time that we have been able to propose a budget where we have
had the um:mrtunil:¥l to develop it from scratch. It is also the first
time we have had the defense budget presented since we completed
a Bottom-Up Review. This does represent in many ways the first
comprehensive post-Cold War budget, and for that reason, instead
of presenting to you today a detailed set of figures and charts and
pr(:ﬁrams, all of which you have in the documents submitted to you
with the budget, I thought it would be more z:p&ropriate to go
through the strategy underlying the preparation of this budget.

When I testified to you during my confirmation hearings, I stated
that one of the most important tasks of the Secretary of Defense
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was to prepare and present the annua! defense buc{iet. By listing
this as a most important task, what I meant was that the deter.
mination of priorities, the determination of how the fiscal resources
fit the ltratePr is one of the moat crucial decisions which the Sec-
retary of Defense has to make. Therefore, I would like to share
with you today the strategy that we went through in determining
the particular budget decisions reflected in this document. I have
prepared a dozen or so charts to help me illustrate this to you, and
with your permission I will ask that my written statement be en-
tered into the record and I will give you an oral presentation of the
highlights of it. ‘

Chairman NUNN. Without objection, it will be admitted into the

record.
FY 1995 BUDGET

Implements the Bottom-Up Force Structure

Protects a Ready-to-Fight Force

Redirects Modernization Program

Starts Doing Business Differently

¢ Reinvests Defense Dollars

Secretary PERRY. On this first chart, I list the five primary objec-
tives that I had in putting this budget together. I will briefly de-
scribe each of these to you and then take each one of them one at
a time and tel! you the principal factors that went into our judg-
ment as to how much resources that could be put for each these.

The first one is this budget continues the implementation of the
force structure which is called for in the Bottom-Up Review, and
I will explain that to you in more detail as we go along,

The second one is this budget maintains high readiness of the
forces. It protects our objective of achieving a ready-to-fight force.

The third task we had of this budget is redirecting our mod-
ernization program. You will see when I come to a description of
this part that we have had in many ways the most dramatic
changes in our modernization program of almost any budget I have
ever ieen associated with.

The fourth objective was to begin doing business differently. We
are required to do business differently bg the very dramatic
drawdowns that are going on in the defense budget an?’by the dif-
ferent strategic needs which the Defense Department has today.
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Then finally I will describe to you how, when all of this is put
together, there is some money available for reinvestment in the
economy outside of defense.

Let me go on to the first point, which is the force structure.

Force Structure

Cold War Base BUR
Base 1990 Force 1995 PLAN
Land Forees
Army Active Divisions 18 12 12 10
Army Reserve Component Divisions 10 8 8 S+
Marine Corps
{3 Active /1Reserve) a a4 4 a
Navy
Ship Battle Forces 546 430 373 346
Aircraft Carriers
Active 15 13 11 1
Reserve 1 - 1 1
Carrier Wings
-Nﬁa\give g 13 1 10 10
Reserve 2 2 1 1
Wir Férce
Active Fighter Wings 24 15.3 13.¢ 13
Reserve Fighter Wings 12 1.3 7.5 7

This is a chart you have seen before. I Jjust put it here to remind
you that the force structure called for in the Bottom-Up Review re-
quired a major drawdown of U.S. forces, for example, from 18 Ac-
tive Army divisions to 10 Active Army divisions, In the 1995 budg-
et, we carry that down to 12 Active Army divisions, So, we are
nearly at the end of the drawdewn for the forces. In the case of the
Air Force, we are going from 13 Active fighter wings and 7%z re-
serve fighter wings where we are in the 1995 budget. We are al-
most at the final goal of the Bottom-Up Review. So, for different
components of our forces, we are either already at the goals called
for in the Bottom-Up Review or we are nearly there.
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MANPOWER LEVELS
(End Strengths in thousands)
Active Military Selecied Reservms Civilians
Down 32 % Down 20 % Down 29 %

2,151

1.068

=
Bi:
)

’
iy

(I

R B

A
Fres Fry0 Fres FYas g Fres

Now, if I translate that into the effect on personne}~men and
women—in the Armed Forces, this chart shows you how the
drawdown has translated into the personnel figures. The first col-
umn, the red column, was the number of active military back in
fiscal year 1985. We see the number. It is something over 2.1 mil-
lion. The yellow chart shows {ou what this budget takes us to
which is down to about 1.5 million, and the green are the goals of
the Bottom-Up Review, 1.46. There are similar charts here for the
selected reserves and the drawdown in civilians in the Defense De-
partment. ‘

I want to make two points about this chart. The first is that the
drawdown, while it has been deep, amounting to approximately 30
percent, has been gradual over a sustained period of time so as to
minimize the turbulence that personnel drawdowns always effect
in any organization. So, it has been a gradual sustained drawdown.
When we went from the Bush and Cheney base force program to
the present one, we went to deeper cuts, but we maintained the
same rate of cut per year as was in that base force adjustment for
this reason of avoidingl turbulence.

The second point which is obvious from this chart is that we are
almost at the end of the drawdown, and that is good news, indeed,
for the men and women in the Armed Forces and the leaders who
have to dea! with the turbulence caused by this drawdown.
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These changes in personnel now affect, of course, our fiscal .
needs. This next chart shows how the requirements for funds have
diminished as we bring this force down. I want to make several im-
portant points in this chart. .

This represents the cost of civilian manpower and the cost of Ac-
tive duty military, I would note that at the peak of the budget
which was in the late 1980s to the end of the drawdown reflected
in this curve, there is a decrease in cost of about $36 billion. So,
that is the savings that is represented fiscally by the reduction in
personnel, very substantial savings. ‘

I want to make one other point which I will get back to when
I describe the readiness situation, which is during the late 1970s
when our total budget in real terms was approximately equal to to-
day’s budget, we had personne! costs approximately equal to the
personnel costs during the peak in the mid-1980s. That is to say,
. that the defense administration during this period made the judg-

ment that even with the smaller defense buﬁet they had to wo
with, that they should sustain force structure and personnel. We
have made an opposite judgment. We have elected to bring the
force structure and bring the number of personnel down in order
to save money to do other things.
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PRIORITY ON READINESS

~® While Force Structure is Down 7%,

O&M Funding Increases 5.6%
® Budget Fully Funds Service Optempo

® While Weapons inventories Shrink,
Depot Maintenance Funding Increases 20%

® Steady Budget Levels for Recruiting

Now, the other things will be represented, first of all, by the next
chart. This gets now to the question of readiness. Our strategic
judgment was that we could maintain an adequate defense capabil-
ity with a smaller force if we maintained it at a high state of readi-
ness. I want to show you some of the figures here which reflect
what we are trying to do to maintain readiness.

All of you, particularly those of you who have traveled to military

8, hear stories and read anecdotes about declines in readiness,
Some of us have even heard stories about how airplanes sometimes
lose endgines and have to come down and land rematurely, What
I would like to do is point out to you that while as the Secretary
of Defense I cannot o out and fix the engine, what I can do is allo-
cate resources to the services so they ecan adequately deal with the
readiness problem.

This represents a manifestation of what I am saying about that.
Secretary Aspin and I have said readiness is our top objective; it
i;l our first priority. I will show you today the reslity behind that
rhetoric.

First of all, while this force structure reflected here from last
year to this is down 7 percent, our O&M funding is projected to in-
crease 5.6 percent. This is a concrete manifestation of our deter-
mination to support readiness.

Second, this budget fully funds all of the operational tempo funds
which the services requested.

ird, even though we have fewer weapons today than we had
last year or the year before, we have increased depot maintenance

ding 20 percent. This deals directly with the issue of maintain.
ing the readiness of our equipment in the field.

d we have maintained a steady budft for recruiting. That
budget had declined & few years ago. We brought it up last year
to & higher level and we are sustaining it in this budget because
we feel that the input of young, capable people into the Armed
Forces each year is crucial to long-term readiness. So, all of these
actions have been reflected in this budget.
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ANNUAL OPERATING RESOURCES PER UNIT
(1993 = 100)

FY 1993 FY 1994 Fy 1995

Combat Battalions

® Army $100.0 102.5 114.0
Ships
e Navy 100.0 108.1 110.7

Primary Authorized Aircraft

8 Air Force 100.0 109.3 111.7

Let me show you apother way of representing this. In this chart
I have taken one very crude measure of the way we are applying
our budget t¢ dealing with readiness problems. I want to hasten to
tell you that there is no simple measure of readiness. It is a very
complex issue, but this can give you some feeling at least of how
we are applgin%dollars to the problem. This shows you for the fis-
cal year 1993, fiscal year 1994, and fiscal year 1995, the relative
increase with fiscal year 1993 as the baseline which we put at 100
in each of these cases,

This shows you that for the O&M dollars in the Army, if you di-
vide it by the number of combat battalions, that ratio has increased
14 percent over the last 2 years, that is, O&M dollars spent per
combat battalion, It has increased 11 percent, O&M dollars spent,
for ships in the Navy, and it increased 12 percent, O&M dollars,
for aircraft in the Air Force. This is one very broad handle we have
on how we are applying a priority to funding readiness.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Costs Per Military End Strength
(1993 = 100)

FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995

e Army 100.0 96.9 109.4
e Navy 100.0 104.5 109.1
e AirForce 100.0 107.3 1171

This next chart will show you a different way of looking at readi-
ness, Take the same, O&M—operation and maintenance—dollars
and for 1993, 1994, and 1995, we take the total dollars allocated
to that and divide it by military end strength, Army, Navy, and Air
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Force. So, this is O&M dollars per person in the Armed Forces.
That shows that it has increased 9.4 percent for the Army, 9.1 per-
cent for the Navy, and a whopping 17 percent for the Air Force.

These are the judgments, first of all, that I made of how much
money to putl into the O&M out of the various budget categories
that were competing for it, and then these reflect er the judg-
ments which the services made on how to allocate their money m
readiness. So, I submit to you today that this budget represents a
serious and a concrete manifestation of the priority we have stated
to maintaining the readiness of the forces. I would also point out
to you that those resources came primarily from the dollars that
we saved by reducing the force structure. That was the tradeoff.

Now, going back to the late 1970s, which I already alluded to
earlier in testimony, in the late 19705 we made the opposite judg-
ment. We made the judgment that we would maintain force struc-
ture and reduce the expenditures on operation and maintenance.
That led to the famous hollow force of the late 19705, and that is
an inevitable conclusion from making that judgment. We are mak-
ing the opposite judgment. We are cutting the force structure but
increasing the amount of money we are spending on operation and
maintenance,

BUR--ESSENTIAL MODERNIZATION PROGRAM
- SUSTAINED

® Sustain Strong Science & Technology Base

¢ Continue Investment in Next Generation Weapon
Systems

® Refocus Ballistic Missile Defense Program
® Sustain Strong Intelligence Program

® Preserve Key Elements of Industrial Base That Would
Otherwise Disappear

Now, I want to ghift to modernization. Dr. Deutch, when he was
putting together his modernization program, was emphasizing five
different points, and I want to emphasize these to you and tell you
what the fiscal consequences are.

First of all, we have to sustain a strong science and technology
program,

Second, while we are continuing to invest in next generation sys-
tems, these are very selected systems. You will see a dramatic and
continuing reduction in the procurement account because we are
not buying very many systems.

ird, we have refocused our ballistic missile defense program to
focus on the near-to-medium term requirement for getting a thea-
ter missile defense system developed, built, and deployed rather
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than continuing research and development in a wide variety of
BMD technologies.

Fourth, we believe it is critically important to maintain a strong
intelligence program. Even as we left the Cold War, even subse-
uent to leaving the Cold War, we are facing intelligence needs and
intelligence requirements in countries all over the world. This is
not the time in our judgment to be making major cuts in our intel-
igence program. So, we have supported in our defense budget a
strong intelligence program.

Finally, we have selected a few key elements of the industrial
ase and argued that we must maintain those or oﬂ:erwis_e‘ they

evelop and produce those kinds of equipment. This decision, by
.he way, of maintaining selected elements of the industrial base is
ne that has been widely criticized. I am prepared to defend that
ecision before this compmittee because it is one that I feel strongly
about. I will repeat to you'again points that I have made in earlier
sestimony to you that the decision to protect certain elements of
‘he industrial base is only intended for a very few highly critical
segments of the base. It is not a company bail-out program. It is
lirected to maintaining for the Defense Department these critical
rapabilities.

MODERNIZATION FUNDING

Constant 95 § Billions
%0 ~
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Now, let us go on to look at some of the fisca! implications of
his. I think this is a vegl dramatic chart. It represents from fiscal
ear 1975 to the end of the century, that is, over & 25-year ‘reriod,
he ebb and flow of our R&D dollars and our procurement dollars.
ese are all stated in constant 1995 dollars so that you get a pic-
ure of real spending here. The inflationary effects have been taken
ut,
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First of all, let us look et R&D. We see some decline in R&D
spending from the peak in the mid-1980s, but it is a very gradual

ecrease and I would 'Koint out to you that R&D is still a substan-
tially larger number than back in the late 1970s. This is perhaps
25 percent higher than jt was in real terms during the late 1970s. )
During the late 1970s, this R&D budget was being used to develop
nearly all of the major weapon systems which were used in Desert
Storm. So, we have a clear proof that with an R&D budget of this
size, we can pustain a robust defense R&D program an get sub-
stantial results out of it. The R&D dollars in this budget we are
submitting today are higher than the R&D funds we spent in the
late 1970s. So, this represents the judgment that we must sustain
our R&D base.

The procurement curve is really the dramatic one here. It shows
us reaching a peak in procurement in fiscal year 1986 and then a
precipitous decline from that point to the present point of fiscal
year 1995 The rationalization for this decline comes in two dif.
ferent categories.

First of all, with the decline in the size of our force, we have a
reduced need for ships and airplanes and tanks and other ele-
ments. Therefore, we can make a reduction just on that basis
alone. But it is also true that in a transition period, when we are
going from the larger force to the smaller force, we can get even
more savings from the budget because we have excess inventory
which we can live on for a few years into the future.

Let me give you a simple example of that. We maintained ap-
proximately 80 nuclear attack submarines during most of the Cold
War, during the latter part of the Cold War. A nuclear attack sub-
marine has perhaps a 30-year life. So, by simple arithmetic, you
can see if you want to sustain 90 nuclear submarines for the indefi-
nite future, you must be building approximately 3 per year, which
indeed is what we were doing.

Now, in our Bottom-Up Review, we bring that number down to
something closer to 45 submarines. That means that over the long
term, over the steady state, you would need to be building about
one and a half submarines a year or three submarines every 2
years. At some time in the future, we will converge to that kind
of a production rate, But in the meantime while you are coming
down, you do not have to be building any or you could be building
many fewer because you have this excess inventory that has accu-
mulated, and you can do that and still maintain modern equipment
in the force.

Now, that is reflected in this program in the following way, that
we can make steep cuts and did make steep cuts in procurement
during this period of build-down by the tompounded benefit of
those two effects that I described to you, but there will come a time
when we have used ug that excess inventory and then we will have
to start building at higher rates than we are now building. So,
while our procurement budget is very low today—it is about one-
third of what it was during the peak spending in the mid-1980s—
it will have to come up again within a few years. The 5-year plan
we are submitting to you carries this reduction down for another
2 years and then starts a substantial increase in procurement to
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accommodate the fact that we will have to start building the next
generation systems after that.

8o, this is a complex issue and this curve represents, as well as
anyti]jng I could think of, a depiction of these multiple phenomena
that are taking place here.

HISTORICAL PROCUREMENT DATA

Ships Aircraft Tanks Strategic Missiles
Down 8C% Down 86% Down 100% Down 85%

” a3 120

s LA R
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This chart dramatically shows you how procurement has changed
y over the last decade. Here we are at fiscal year 1985, the blue col-
umn, and this represents the number of ships, the number of air-
craft, the number of tanks, and the number of strategic missiles we
were building that year. You see these very high numbers for the
production in those years.

Now, if we go down to fiscal year 1995, the green column, you
see that we are going from 29 to 6 ships in the budget we are sub-
mitting to you today, from 943 to 127 aircraft, and from 720 to 0
tanks. So, these are dramatic decreases in procurement and they
result from both of these effects which I have described to you

I will make one other point with these very deep cuts in procure-
ment. We do have to maintain the defense industrial base on items
that are defense critical. We have already discussed how we are
doing that in the attack submarine area, which is we propose to

uild another Seawolf submarine even though we de not need it
trictly for fleet deployment purposes. We are building it primarily
ecause we want to sustain the capability to build attack sub-
arines.
In the case of the tanks, where we are down to zero, we are sus-
aining the industrial base for tanks by taking a large part of our
-1 tank force and modernizing them, upgrading them to a more
apable and much more effective M—1A2 tank. Even though we are
ot building new tanks, that activity will sustain a critical part of
ur tank industrial base.
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DOING BUSINESS DIFFERENTLY

‘® Launches Campaign to Streamline Acquisition Process

® Launches Effort to Reform Financial Management
System

¢ Provides Funding for Base Closures and Aid to
Communities Losing Bases

® Provides $5.7 Billion for Environmental Restoration and

Pollution Prevention

This now gets me to the point of doing business differently, I re-
mind you that I have just explained that in the last few years of
our budget we will have to start increasing our expenditures on

rocurement. In order for us to do that within the budget lines that

ave been presented to you, we will have to do our business more
efficiently. I have talked to this committee before about the need
for acquisition reform, and you have talked to me about the need
for scquisition reform. So, we are in ement that this has to be
done, and I have it number one on the list of requirements of doing
business differently.

I wanted to put it in a fiscal context now, though. If we do not
succeed in these reforms, we will not have the funds in our et
to raise our procurement budget as we are now scheduled to raise
it in the out-vears.

Second, we have to reform our financial mana%trnent system.
Senator Glenn pointed out durin my confirmation hearing the in-
adequacies of this system, and these inadequacies not enly cause
us embarrassment, they cost us money. So, we have toreform this
system in order to save that money in the out-years.

Finally, you have all been working on the problem of base clo-
sures and suffering with the consequences of base closures. In
order to have the resources in the out-years to do the things we
need to do for readiness and for procurement, we have to reduce
our infrastructure, our overhead, and that is what the base closure
issue is all about.

I would remind you that in all three of these cases, there not
only is no near-term savin at is, there is no savings really re-
flected in our fiscal year 1995 budget for these, but quite the oppo-
site. Each one of these has & front-end investment. Each one of
them has some cost associated with it the first year, in some cases
the first 2 years. Therefore, the savings from these three items all
occur in the last 3 years or so of the budget which has been submit-
ted to you, not in the first year or 2. But I have a strong conviction
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hat it is critical for us to make the investment this year and some
1ext year in order to get the benefits over the longer term.

Finally, I have & point here about the environmental restoration.
{n this gudget there is almost $6 billion being expended for envi-
-onmental restoration which we are required to do in compliance
with laws and regulations.

I also note we have a pollution prevention program underway.
e purpose of that pollution prevention program and the reason
- put it on this chart of doing business differently is if we can
chieve our objectives in pollution prevention, then we are heading
ff these kinds of costs in the out-years of our budget. So, it is not
mly crucial for us to do the cleanups we are required to do, but
t is crucial for us to do business differently so we are not creating

hat problem for the people who sueceed us in the Defense Depart-
nent, )

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT
AND ECONOMIC GROWTH INITIATIVES
(% in Billions)

FY 1995

Jual Use Technology Investment 2.1
Yersonnel Transition Assistance 1.0
—ommunity Assistance 0.2
Total DoD Programs 33

When all of this is done, then there are some modest savings
vhich we use for what I call defense reinvestment. In this budget
ve have reflected a little over $3 billion for this defense reinvest-
nent. A big portion of that is for the so-called dual use technology
nvestment, that is, expending R&D dollars to advance technology
f use to defense, but putting a special focus on those technologies
vhich can also be used to help our commercial economy. The pre-
rier example of this is the technology reinvestment program, and

the budget which we submitted to you today, there is a sched-
led increase in the technology reinvestment program and there
ill be continued investments in the technology reinvestment pro-
am in all of the years in this budget submission.

This is a rather small part of the reinvestment. Let me show you
e major part of it on this next chart,
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Defense Outlays as a Share of GDP
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This deals directly with Senator Nunn's point about peace di
dtgnd; and whether we have achieved any peace dividends to spe
of today. i

This reflects in constant dollars the percentage of the gross d
mestic product which the defense budget is. That shows you th
at its peak in the mid-1980s, t:]\e Defense Department took up ov

years defense program submitted to you, it will be down to 2.8 pe
cent. In fiscal year 1995, this coming year, it will be 3.7 percen

What this chart tells you is that we have taken this enormo
sum of government money and made it available for reinvestme
either in other programs or in deficit reduetion basically eutting
about half the extent of the defense budget as a part of the gro
domestic product.
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“ ox Defense as a Share of Federal Qutlays

FY 1995 = 17.1 %
FY1999 = 132 %
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This represents the same defense figures now reflected as a per-
centage of Federal outlays. Here we see from the peak, going back
to the Korean war era where the defense budget was 57 percent
of the Federal buifet., to the Vietnam war when it was 43 percent
of the budget, to the peak of the Cold War, the Re era, when
it was 27 percent of the Federal budget, the defense budget in this
budget that we are submitting to you today goes down to 13 per-
cent of the Federal budget. This is a dramatic example I believe of
the peace dividend which people have talked about.
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NATIONAL DEFENSE TOPLINE

{Current § Billions)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1988

BUDGET AUTHORITY
DoD Military 248.0 252.2 2434 240.2 2467
DoE & Other 11.9 11.5 11.8 11.8 12.0
Tetal Nationai Defense 2609  263.7 255.3 252.0 2587
% Real Change -9.0 -0.9 -5.9 -4.0 -0.2
OUTLAYS
DoD Military 28674 259.2 249.1 2446 2447
Dot & Other 12.5 11.5 11.9 11.8 11.9 12.0
Total National Defense 2798 270.7 261.0 2564 256.6 257.5
% Real Change -6.0 -5.2 6.4 4.5 -2.7 2.4

Now let me go to the summary chart. First of all, all of these pro-
grams I have talked about and the strategies and the priorities,
when we finally aggregate them, they come down to a budget au-
thority requested in fiscal year 1995 of $252 billion, which is about
$3 billion more than last year, and it amounts tc about a minus
1 percent in rea] terms, a negative growth of about 1 percent. This
also reflects it through the periods of the future years defense pro-
gram.

It shows an important point here that we have eontinual sub-
stantial reductions in defense projected in 1996 and 1997, 5.9 per-
cent one year and 4 in the other, but we project at the end of 1997,
that this decline in the defense budget stops and we stabilize. The
reason we have to stabilize at this point has to do with the point
I made earlier to you about the need for increasing the procure-
ment budget at that time. At this stage, we are now past the point
where in our procurement we can live off the excess equipment
whigh is a residue of the larger force structure we had during the
1980s.

The bottom chart presents the comparable figures in outlays in-
stead of in budget authority.
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FINAL POINT
gl . .
;C"- Budget is a Strategic Investment Plan

% Based on Common Understanding of
« Strategic Needs :

{

» Connects Strategy, Force Structure and Costs

Now, I would like to summarize my main point on this budget.
This does represent a strategic investment plan, We have thought
through from the beginning in the preparation of this budget how
we can allocate resources to meet the strategy we were trying to
achieve. It is based on a common understandi g of our strategic
needs, and the Bottom-Up Review served as the vehicle for achiev-
ing that understanding between the civilian leadership in the Pen-
tagon and the military leadership in the Pentagon. It also provides
a vehicle for the Defense Department communicating with the Con-
gress on what, we see as our strategic needs.

Finally, this'budget and the way I have Lﬂresented it to you today
draws a ve? sharp connection amon e military strategy we
have as evidenced in the Bottom-Up view, the force structure,
the fiscal reality, and the costs that go with it. I submit to you that
in 1grom- consideration of this budget, you should not look st it as
a fiscal document alone. We are prepared to discuss and debate
and defend our views on military sirategy and force structure, If
you do not agree with the military strategy and force structure, you
should change our budget accordingly, but if you do agree with
them, then you ought to support the budget that goes with them.
The two are inextricably woven together.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Perry follows:]

PERPARED STATEMENT BY WILLIAM J. PERRY, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is u pleasure for me to be here today

o present President Clinton’s fiscal year 1995 budget.

week when | appeared before you, I laid out six responsibilities for the Sec-
retary of Defense. One of the mponnib'fities I listed is to prepare the annual de-
‘ense bu that allocates resources and makes program decisions.

The budget is a rful tool which the Secretary implements defense
trategy. budget process, | as Ty set my priorities for the De-
artment. Today I want to talk about how this budget reflects the strategy we have
dopted to build a post-Cold War Department of Defense. | want to share with you
y priorities and ﬂ’; out the rationale for my choices. For the budget is about
‘hoices, We could pretend that every decision was based on pure , but we know
:hat is not so. Nor is there enough money to cover every opl‘ma:n edge every bet.
expect discussion, perhaps even challenges. It is time to open debate,

Today I am n%u n-t—Cold War budget. It reflects the pealities of our in-
herited foroe re. We have a quality force, but the size of the forve structure
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is both a blessing and a burden. We have large stocks of top-quality equipment, which opens up options regarding future
modernization. We also have a force larger than we need, one which requires a few more years of downsizing, and an infrastructure
that requires further shedding, a process which we have discovered has heavy up-front costs.

DEFENSE THEMES

There are five major themes which | would like to highlight in this budget. First it implements the Bottom-Up Review.

Second, it protects a ready-to-fight force. It tells you what we have done to put reality into our rhetoric about readiness.

Third, it redirects our modernization program, taking advantage of our existing force structure while planning for the future.

Fourth, it starts to do business differently. There are serious fiscal implications if we don’t manage better. Without management
changes, we will not have sufficient funds for the future. Asit is we know that we have to plus up the procurement accounts in the
outyears to begin the process of “recapitalizing” the force. If we fail to manage better, overhead will drain funds from other accounts.
We will have no choice but to rob from readiness or increase the topline.

Finally, this budget reinvests defense dollars hto other areas of the economy, including deficit reduction.

POST-COLD WAR FORCE STRUCTURE

Let me begin with force structure. The Bottom-Up Review served as the heart our force structure planning. The Review concluded
that our basic force structure should be sized to fight two medium-sized regional conflicts nearly simultaneously, and it defined the
minimum needed force structure. Additionally, we allowed the requirement for overseas presence to help size force. The structure we
proposed then, and which is supported by this budget, allows us to meet these requirements.

Our budget continues the drawdown begun by the previous administration and takes it to the BUR levels more quickly, an
important factor since significant savings will accrue and be available to plow back into other investments. We are already close to
the BUR level of four Marine divisions; we are getting close to 346 ships and the 13 active fighter wings. In other areas, we are on a
more gradual glide path because we need to make the enhancements that will help us compensate for a smaller force structure. When
we reach the BUR levels, the overall force structure will have come down about 30 percent from its peak in the 1980s.

MANPOWER

The overall manpower levels have come down as you would expect with the declining force structure. One notable change is the
increased emphasis | have placed on reducing the civilian support structure in a way that is commensurate with the drawdown in
military forces. Thisisa painful process, and we must continue to fund the programs that allow us to minimize RIFs. We must also
adequately fund employee transition programs that permit discharged military personnel the best possible chance to find work in the
civilian economy.

The good news in this processis that, with the 1995 budget, we are almost at the end of the personnel drawdown. So the personnel
turbulence which so heavily affects morale will be largely behind us at the end of the 1995 budget year.

During the Cold War the costs of manpowe stayed about level. Now we are cutting deeply in this area. The savings from a
smaller force structure are considerable, about $36 billion. We are already realizing most of these savings. Thisis the prime example
of achoicein priorities. We have chosen to cut force structure in order to preserve readiness. Thisisthe opposite of the judgment we
made in the 1970s when we maintained a force of 2.1 million, but deeply cut the Operation and M aintenance accounts. That approach
led to the “hollow force” of the 1970s. Instead, we have determined that we can effectively function in the post-Cold War era with
smaller forces, if those forces are ready.

PRIORITY ON READINESS

We are taking those savings and investing them in the Operation and Maintenance accounts as the most direct way to preserve
readiness. While the force structure will decrease 7 percent between fiscal year 1994 and fiscal year 1995, we have increased O& M
funding by 5.6 percent. We have also funded Service Optempo requests. We have also decided that even while weapons inventories
are shrinking
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we need to increase depot maintenance funding b 20 percent. Finally, we are main.
taining the budget lmp‘l,: for recruiting. mdsx‘ng wa{ as podnn yur.lgmr in terms

of numbers and quality, but we must counteract the poimlu perception that we can
no longer offer full carcers. We must resist the temptation to save dollars on recruit-

mﬁ‘heu are areas where the Secretary of Defense can make his rities known,
I can't go out and repair a broken airplane or ship, but I can e sure that the
services give readiness their highest priority. We even gut this instruction into the
front end of the fiscal guidance. The services were told that readiness is the first
riority and that all other guidance could be traded-off if they needed to program
unds for improved readiness. -
Oneofthechnﬂenminmhn'gthilaonofdeciuiuniltoﬁndwuystn lain
the effect that added ding for readiness will have. One of the best ways we have
found is to Jook at the funding per unit of mili activity—the funds available to
operate a plane, a ship, or a combat battalion. ugh this measure we are able
to show, by activities and capabilities in the field, the relative increase in funding

we have provided for readiness.

We can also look at the increase in funding relative to the manpower levels in
each service. For example can see that the Air Force has chosen to increase Air
Force O&M relative to Air Force end strength. .

This dollar emphasis on readiness translates into people’s ability to do their jobs
with high confidence of success. Needless te say, increased funding for training ‘and
maintenance is important for morale,

MODERNIZATION APFROACH

The next priority 1 have set for the Department, with John Deutch’s help, is to
redirect our modernizatio -pm%um. Again, this decision is consistent with the
strategy laid out in the Bottom-Up Reviaw, which premised our two MRC strategy
on force enhancementa.

irst, we will sustain a strong research and development effort. I firmly believe
that we can and must continue to provide our forces the kind of advantage we had
in Desert Storm. In the business world it might be called an unfair competitive ad-
vantage, but in combat it is called winning, and wmmnﬁemth minimum casualties,
b Additionally, & strong R&D effort is essential to provide a foundation if we ever
have to reconstitute our forces.

Second, we need to continue to buy some next generation weapons. This is our
commitment to the next generation of Americans. The C~17 is crucially important
to the Bottom-Up Review strategy. We are also forging ahead with the F-22. But
these are a select few programs.

Third, we have refocused the Ballistic Missile Defense Program to give first prior-
ity to theater defenses. :

Fourth, have emphatized intelligence. We cannot dismantle it. The world is & dan-
gerous, uncertain place, and many of the diverse threats we face today are difficult
intelligence targets.

Finally, we want to preserve key elements of the industrial base that would go
away if it were not for our support. This may be one of the most controversial dec-
sions we have made, and I would be happy to discuss it at length.

For the past 20 years the procurement budget has been on a rolier-coaster ride.

esearch and Development has been more s le; it has come down some, but it is
till higher, in constant dollars, than in the late 19708 when we developed the weap-
2ns that we used in Desert Storm. [ want to maintain R&D at a robust level,

- The most difficult ehoice we have made is on procurement, and thia will be a point
of contention for many with this budget. First let me say that we cannot sustain
hese low Jevels of procurement for long, and we are pmjecting an increase begin-
ing after 1995, when it up by 20 percent between 1996 and 1999,
e plan to continue the drop-off in near-term procurement that started in the
ush administration, We will go from 20 ships in lp990 to six in 1995, from §11 air-
raft in 1990 to 127 in 1995 and from 448 tanks in 1990 to zerc in 1995. The tank
tory is not & complete picture since we are doing some upgrade work, which keeps
he industrial base warm, but the contrast to the recent past is dramatic.

There are two reasons for this drop off. First, we are projecting & much amaller
orce structure, down 30 percent. And even when we hit a steady state, we will have
maller buys than the - Second, a8 our force size goes down, we can live off the
nventory we built up for the Cold War.
st challenge we will face during the transition will be ﬁne-hmm%the

submarine forces is & good example. Based on a 90-sub force
yun,t.henquindbuilﬂumdheﬂimperyemApm
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Jected 45-sub foroce would require only one-and-one-hall submarines to be built per
year, Butunhwdawntothnzmblwel.umﬂyhlwmwdwh’ifd
i of the century. The reason we have chosen to
invest in a new Seawwif over the next few is to keep the industrial base active
at & minimwm level until we peed to start ying aguin at a steady-state level.
throg “Tn'&hlﬁmfoumn'tn'  ary saios o the indusiral Base im
- 1 . or s &
ltntgd-ou buy. With ll?luu vem enough procurement, and with the devel-
ntambrtbe ~22 and the pew F/A-18 version, we can be confident
we sappliers out into the future.

' DOING BUSINESS DIFFERENTLY

Bahhdhﬂ:cudbhuummnmtnﬁulmthu@hmntmb
business differently. In this budﬁt there is not enough money in the outyears to
increase the procurement accounts unless we cut our costs. That means acquisition
reform is & real need and not just s good idea.

In addition, we peed to reform our financial management. It i, as Senator Glenn
8ays, a mess, and it is costing us money we de uulynud."l'hird,nmdm
g:&nu.:n: shed infrastructure, We urgently the help of the Congress for all

fvities,

A.Ilt.hmmdm?d' to save money in the cutyears, but none will save money
immediately. There is no line in this budget for projected ssvings from soquisition
reform. We will not credit those savings until we can precisely identify and verify
them. To do the base closure process correctly and quickly requires sigmificant

ds, and better financial management requires investment in new systems,
ing ¢are of the environment is in a alightly different category, but there are
parallels. We must spend heavily to clean up past mistakes, l.nlx this is money
which is an increasing drain on regular military secounts. But we are also trying
to prevent the need for expenditures of this sort in the outyears. It is lngmt to
note that there is an additional $5 billion in the Department of Energy budget for

up.
' 'lhlzlttbemelwlnttamhthhlm is defense reinvestment, totaling
a little over $3 billion. Much of this money is {ng put into dual use technology,
where there is a clear benefit to Defense as well as s nefit to the commercial sec-

tor.

The averall picture for Defense as & part of the pational economy and budget
shows the dramatic shift in rescurces from Defense to the non-defense side of
economy. Defense outlays are now dows to 3.7 percent of GDP and heading toward
2.8 percent in 1999. Dei“:nn outlays are already down to 17 percent of the Federal
budget. That represents a significant peace divi&nd for the American paogle.

is iy the topline showing what we are planning to spend for America's defense,
. A STRATEGIC INVESTMENT PLAN

Finally, let me say that this bu t represents a strategic investment plan. It is
& blueprint brpﬁiigmm'hend‘:e want to go. It is based on a common under.
stan of strategy and what is needed to carry out that strategy derived from the
Bottom-Up Review. The Bottom-Up Review provides clear goals for nuuﬂ.ni Ameri-
g’:tc}:fenle. 'l;lf budg:‘th eunn;]m oux;o strategy t&' force ltmct{l;:dn.nd costs, believ:

fulfills the President’s edge to sustain best-trained, an

best-prepared fighting force on the face of the uxfhw

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. General Shali.

-Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, might I suggest, given there is
no written statement, other than what we have here, you might
transcribe it early for the members, Dr. Perry's——

Chairman NUNN. Yes. We will do that. We will have a record
here. We will transcribe it very quickly. General Shali.

BTATEMENT OF GENERAL JOHN M.
» JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ]

General SHALIKASHVILI. Mr. Chairman, Senator Thurmond,
members of the committee, since 1 became Chairman some 3%
months ago, I visited with our forces in Korea, in Somalia, in Ha-

)

waii, and in Europe. I want to report to you that they are doing
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1+ magrificent job out there. They are guarding our Nation and our
tllies and accomplishing the many missions we have assigned them
vith every bit of the courage, the skill, and the enthusiasm that
_Americans expect and get from our Armed Forces.
P* 1 have submitted a written statement for the record. It encap-
P ulates my views of this fiscal t_year 1995 budget and the broader
fmy gosues of the future direction of the Armed Forces, and I ask that
't be entered into the record.
"' Chairman NUNN. Without objection, it will be part of the record.
¢ General SHALIKASHVILL Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
. All of us know that there are two critical schools of thought
bout this defense budget. One feels that we aimplsr have not cut
‘nough, that we can divorce ourselves from the Cold War. In their
~ninds, more can and should be cut. The other school believes that
{n today’s dangerous world, we have cut too much too quickly and
n the process we are gutting our national defenses and exposin,
ur country to greater and greater dangers. I, on the other hand,
selieve we got it just about night. -

The Bottom-Up Review identified four long-term dangers to our
security, our interests, and our allies, Througi a combination of en-
ragement, continued forward presence of our forces in eritical re-
rons, through a partnership with other nations to create condi-
ions of peace and stability, and through (rreventive actions, such
18 arms control agreements, we deter and combat these dangers.

Our emerging strategy is proactive and our Armed Forces are al-
eady taking a proactive role, one that varies from region to region
18 our objectives, circumstances, and conditions themselves vary.
Jur objective in Southwest Asia is to prevent Iraq or Iran from de-
stabilizing the region, in Northenst Asia to deter North Korea from
ittacking South Korea and to support counterproliferation efforts.
As well, we are serving the larger purpose of maintaining regional
itability all around the Pacific Rim. In Europe we are maintaining
1 signiticantly reduced, but still sufficient forward presence to sup-
) sort NATO and our alliance objectives. Within this hemisphere, we
wre fostering peaceful and stable conditions by remaining engaged
 with our regional neighbors, by enforcing the UN. sanctions
igainst Haiti, and by keeping a watchful eye on Cuba.

- The geo-strategic breadth of our interests and the number of re-

rions critical to our interests whose stability and security depend
p ibsolutely on the commitment of our forces make it clear that we

1eed to maintain the ability to respond to two nearly simultaneous
najor regional contingencies. Were we to become involved in a
najor response to aggression in any one of these regions, it is en-
irely possible that another of these nations would be attempted to
ittack its neighbors if it believed the United States too weak to
eal with two simultaneous contingencies.
So, this is the core sizing requirement of our strategy. Forces and
:apai)ilit.ies we are recommending, and as Secretary Perry just out-
ined, are lean, in fact, very lean but sufficient. Could we cut deep-
'r? My answer is no. If we do, we will put our country in a
straightjacket, one that will eliminate the flexibility and strategic
gility our Nation requires, :

I believe the smaller structure can do the job with an acceptable
isk if and only if we meet two assumptions. The first is that we
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protect and improve the readiness of our forces. The second is
continue to improve their eapabilities and this budget does both.

Let me start with readiness. All of ¥ou have been supportive
the need to %otect readiness. All of you know what we we
through after World War II, after Korea, and again after Vietna
It was a cycle of declines followed by disasters that we cannot
will not repeat, and we are not repeating it. As Secretary Pe
pointed out, the operation and maintenance budget authority
rise 5.6 percent in fiscal year 1995 and this will be applied again
the force structure that is 7 percent smaller, one with a smaller i
ventory of military bases and equipment. It fully funds the stea
mﬁ]days, the tramini hours, and flight hours at levels that o
military commanders believe are essential. As well, the increase i
depot maintenance funding of nearly 20 percent will go a long w
to ensuring that our equipment is kept readgato fight.

The point is that we are breaking the bad habits that unde
mined readinese in the past. Our forces will continue to be
most ready and the most caﬁable. They will be ready to go, to figh
and to win whenever and wherever we ask them.

But frankly, we have a lot of commitments. Our forces are
formj%all of the missions that I spoke of earlier and a great de
more from helping to stem the flow of drugs into this Nation,
enforcing the Camp David Accord in the Sinai, to supporting
U.N. in Somalia, and other humanitarian missions such as
most recent earthquake in California. But our forces are doi
these multiple tasks magnificently.

However, this raises several points. Qur structure is gettin
smaller and smaller with each fyear. but our commitments remai
global in scope and the range of activities we engage in seem to
expanding. The point is we cannot have ar‘#hgaps or hollow spac
in our readiness. This is'an imperative. When the structure ge
as lean as ours is becoming, it means there is not nearly as muc
slack as we were able to afford with the larger structure of th
Cold War. _ :

Protecting our readiness is going to require two tracks. The fir
track is that we in the Armed Forces and the Department of D
fense have to remain watchful. The services have to continually
sess and monitor unit readiness, and the joint commanders have
assess the readiness of all of their forces to perform their mission.
Within the Department, we are going to have to protect the indu
trial base and the mobilization base to make sure we do not allo
a vital capability to atrophy or disappear, leaving us with a futur
hole in our defense when we can least afford it. We have to be
good at this, in fact, that we can tell you, the Congress, well in a
vance where problems are likely to occur, and this leads to the s
ond track.

When we do come to you, we are depending on you to cover o
expenses, to protect this vital commodity called readiness, and tha
highlights the importance of the current supplemental that is be
fore nsreu that tries to address the costs of Bosnia, Somali
Haiti, and Cambodia. _ .

Now, let me return to the other assumption, the one I spoke o
earlier, about our need to grow in capability as we reduce oul
structure. This increase in capabilities must come from a numbe
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of sources. It will require a degree of modernization. It will Tequire
e enhancements that are recommended in the Bottom-U -
view, and it will re(F.l.ire those of us in the Department of De ense,
P Parﬁcularly those of us in the Armed Forces, to be bold and chal-
. _engin% about how we do our business and to be relentless in find-
BC ing an iuzﬁlemenﬁng ways to make our forces more and more ef-
4 fective on the battlefield. . :
. . What specifically am I talking about? When you go from the M-
¢ 1A1 tank that Secretary Perry i'.ust mentioned to the new M-1A2
tank, it increases the lethality of a tank company by nearly 20 per-
cent. If we had had the C-17 for use in our deployment to Somalia,
¢ it would have doubled the cargo we were able to ring through the
> airfield in Mogadishu. When we bring our Navy in closer to the
, shoreline, which is a core thrust of its new littoral doctrine, we in-
crease the air sorties and the naval gunfire support available to the
warfighting commanders.

The Bottom-Up Review listed a number of enhancements that
will make our forces more capable strategically, operationally, and
tactically. It ie imperative that we maintain support for them from
R&D through fielding in this and in the out-year budpets.

As I noted earlier, we are not merely reCKmi . We are restruc-
turing our forces to accomplish a new strategy. We must improve
our strategic l’lﬂlity $o respond to diverse and widely separated
contingencies. This means we have to continue to make our invest-
ments in expanded strategic lift and pre ositioning of stocks in lo-
cations that will increase our global agility. As I pointed out ear-
lier, we have to make continuing, although selective, investments
in modernization. We must make sure that our smaller forces re-
main capable of defeating any two regional adversaries. This is
why we must increase our capabilities because even if we protect
the readiness of our forces and avoid having & hollow force, if we
fail to increase the capability of the smaller force, then in 5 or 10
years we will have a hollow strategy. -

There is one last point about this future force which is our peo-
ple. I saved this point for last because it is so important. It is the
very foundation of our military excelience, our ability to fight and
win. I cannot emphasize strongly eno: what great men and
women we have in our ranks today. They are remarkable in every
sense of the word. When you look at what they are doing around
the world in the places I just mentioned, it is astounding. When
' you think of their courage, the hardships they endure, the tough
and demandin% lifestyles that accompany military life, and the sac-
rifices they and their families willingly make to this country, it is
humbling. They are talented and dedicated, and if you want to re-
tain them and continue to recruit more like them, then we have to
take care of their welfare and the welfare of their families, They
are, in a word, a Superbowl team, but without Superbowl wages,
The very last place to look for more savings is in their iaychecks
and in what we provide in our quality of life protﬁrams. I know you
understand this because this committee and the Congress have
been very tough in holding this line and I ask for your continued
support.

Now, I would like to conclude with one or two observations. The
first is the fact of American history. Since our Nation was founded,
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we have never experienced a 20-year period of uninterrupted pea
Put another way, no soldier in this country’s history has ever com
pleted a military career when the Nation did not engage in arme
conflict at least once. This is the reality that underscores our n
to remain readg.

My second observation is simply & reminder, a reminder of ho
long it took and how very expensive and difficult it was to buil
this outstanding military force we have today. Most of you here o
this committee were very influential in its construction and all o
us owe you a great debt. These reminders underscore our need
continue to shape and equip our forces for the future.

In the past we were on & roller coaster of declines, followed
expensive surges, followed by ancther decline. This budget tries
g:lt us on & steady line, one through which we will maintain ou

ance in every critical measure of our Armed Forces, We have
ltrat:P and we have determined the leanest force structure capa
ble of fulfilling that strategy, but in order to fit that very le
structure to that strategy, it is going to have to grow in capabili
ties. There are three factors that will make that difference: readi
ness, modernization, and people. I assure you that my focus will re
main on these three areas and I ask that you keep them in you
field of vision as we work together to ensure that our Nation is a
well defended in the next century as it is today.

1 thank you very much for this chance to offer my views, and
look forward to your questions.

(The preparet{ statement of General Shalikashvili follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN. JOHN M. SHALIKASHVIL!, CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT
CHIEFS OF STAFF .

Mr. Chairman, Benator Thurmond, members of the committee, this Nation
blessed with the ﬁl:]elt and the mf}:t n;?rknble A:medd‘ Foscu i.nﬂ_t.he worlcdl.‘g:,
am extremely proud Lo represent them before you today and to offer my ju 1
on the d.ind.}{on of our Armed Forces and the challenges that lie ahead.

Perheps one of the most important contributions 1 can offer at the outset is
reflect very briefly on the human dimension of what we are talking about today, be
cause it is hard to get this sense from the dry, lifeless columns of pumbers and L
items that appear before us in our budget books.

In the past few months, 1 have been privileged to visit our forces in South Korea,
in Somaba, and in Europe. In spite of the daily hardships of their duties, and i
several! cases the omnipresent dangers they face in some truly inhospitable p
in the world, what I saw in these men and women made me thoroughly proud
wear this upiform and to be an American. Qur men and women in uniform are ou
there, tough, determined, and resolute. They are very proud of their accomplish
ments because they know theirs is a noble effort. We owe them our heartfelt thank
and every bit of the pride that I know Americans feel for our men and women
uniform. And of course, as all of you gathered here know all tco well, they
us to be just as determined and resolute, and to make the right choices as we
the future of our Armed Forces.

This Jeads in to my larger Eﬂrpone for being here todsy. I am here to aD ex

lanation of what the Joint Chiefs, the Combatant Commuanders and I believe are|
rhe fequirements we peed to fulfill cur missions and objectives.

Over the past § years, we were forced by circumstances to take a dual approach
as we made these recommendations. On the one hand, when we realized over suc.
cessive stages that the Soviet threat was changing complexion, then ultimnulg‘dh-
integrating, we were searching to discover what parts of our arsenal could be re.
duced. This part was a divestment strategy, pure and simple. We looked for all
those units and eapabilities that were becoming excessive to our peeds.

But, at the same time, we were struggling to come to grips with what we would
need for the future. As events unfolded we came closer to answering that question,
and the direction of our budget moved accordingly.
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The 1995 budget is part of the recreation of our forces for the future, There is
#till some divestment, as there will be for a number of years. But it is vital to un-
derstand that the heart of this budget is an investment in a recrientation of our
strategy, our forces, and our capabilities for the future. It is not a simple remodeling
of the old; it is new construction that will carry us into the pext century, We have
& strategy, we are confident it is the correct strategy, and we know what forces and
capabilities we need to pursue that :trllegg.

at we are recommending is not a flabby force. It is as lean as we dared make
it if we are to retain our ability to execute two nearly simulianecus major regional
contingencies. There is very little, if any, room for miscalculation. We qgawm pro-
vided & hedge of an extra division here or an extra fighter wing there,

think we all know there are two critical schools of t.hou?xt and two distinctly
different moods dominating the public debate about our Forces. Some believe
we have not cut nearly enough, and that in the process, we are perpetrating an in-
defensible drain on our national treasury and contributing to our debt. ers be-
lieve that we are cutting far too much, far too quickly, and are thereby exposing
our country to grester and greater dangers and nsks. I, on the other hand, believe
that we have it right.

I hope that the series of hearings you are beginning todry will convince those who
think we haven’t cut enough that they are wrong. [ could point to the fact that our
Armed Forces have been used in 29 different major operations just since the Cold
War ended, including fighting in two wars. Or, I could talk of the many new dangers
we see lurking around us. But, ultimately the best way to judge whether this budget
is the right size is to look to the future, not the past.

For those who think we are cutting too much, 1 want to emphasize up front two
of the principal corollaries of cur thinking. This structure is adequate if, and only
if, we stick with two linchpins: we must improve our capabilities, and we must im-
prove and maintain our readiness.

The first of these linchpins is based on simple logic. We can reduce our structure
to the size and mix we are recommending, but only if in growing down, we improve
by adding the capabilities required in our plans, That is why I used the questionable
oxymoron of “growing down.” Our forces must grow in capability even as they be-
come smaller.

If George Patton had just ane of our modern armor divisions when he joined Ei-
senhower’ forces at Normandy, he probably would have broken through to Ger-
many in less than a week. If JIimmy Boolime had flown his famous raid over Tokyo
in any of our modern bombers, he would have achieved his mission without losses
and then have been able to return all the way to the United States. If we could
take modern Tomahlwk-usab)e ships, and send them back in time, assigning them
to Admiral Nimitz in World War 11, tiney would have had a dramatic affect on the
Japanese mainland early in the war, thus aaving thousands of casualties during the
Pacific campaign. This is what [ mean about improving the capabilities of our forces.

But, allow me {0 give this a more contemporary flavor. When we transition from
the M1A1 tank to the M1A2 tank, we estimate that it increases a tapk company's
lethality by 18 percent. This nearly one.fifth increase in capability compensates for
some of the reductions in armor forces we are making. Whereas it previously took
one or more bombers for each target, new weapons will allow the B-2 to attack up
to 16 high-value targets on one sortie and the B-1 up to 24 targets—a tremendous
increase in capability. And we estimate that, if the C~17 had been available for Op-
eration Restore Hope, we could have nearly doubled thmufhput per day to
Mogadishu, Somalia. I don’t need to paint the picture for you of what that \v'l]‘i do
to our lagging airlift capability. Similarly, our Navy is restructuring its flects to em-
phasize littoral operations and take full advantage of improvements in sensor and
weapon technology. The net effect is an increase in the number of air sorties and
firepower the Navy can offer a theater ground or air commander. This kind of logic
must typify our approach acroes all of our forces of the future.

In t.g-: ulf war we enjoyed a genuine' superiority over Iraqi forces. [t was this
superiority and our knowledge of how to use this mismatch to every possible advan-

, that led to the extraordinary outcome of that conflict. But, one of warfare’s
most remorseless rules is that any nation too captivated by past successes is doomed
to future failure. History books are full of woeful tales of militaries that were look-
i.n{)tackwurd when they should have been looking forward.

r improvement in capability must come from a number of sources. The Con-
gress is going to have to fund a fair number of them. But we in the Armed Forces
are also going to have to search for innovative ways to make our force more effi-
cient, better trained, and more effective. We cannot and will aot allow nniro::cmd
cows or gold watches to get in our way, to impede our progress, or to b our
imagination. All must be open te change as long as it is an improvement,.

77174-94-2
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The second linchpin of our thinking is that we will protect the vital readiness of
our forces. 1 don't think anyone contests this point, but I'm not sure everybody is
clear about what this means, about all that it involves, and about what it costs,

In 1945, our Armed Forces were 12 million strong, They were extraordinarily well
trained, equipped and prepared, o much so that they defeated two of the world's
major military powers. g‘ive later, what was left of this spectacular force was
battered about the battleficld by a North Korean force that had been formed,
equip) and trained in a little leas than 2 years. Tngicl]lmnohody had poticed
how deeply our readiness had declined in such an l.mazina}y short time,

What did we do wrong? We built down much too fast. We did not grow down; we
fell down. The pace was so furious that we lost track of vital capabilities, In the
rush to convert defense industries to meet booming domestic needs, vita) industrial
mobilization capabilities were eliminated. In our rush to demobilize units and de-
commission equipment, our morale, our cohesion, and our training suffered. And, of
course, the :t.ee{edechne in the defense budget, a decline intended to rectify the

at debts left behind by the war and to help restore our economy to & sound foot-
ing, forced the armed services o balance and rebalance their needs, to continuously
compromise one measure of readiness afler another. It took a war and terrible
losses to expose the sericusness and the depth of cur decline. .

We have not made the same mistakes yet. But, not only must we keep our readi-
ness from declining, we actually have to improve it. Our Cold War strategy and our
robust structure allowed us io stairstep our readiness. It was & larger foree; there-
fore, we didn't need to keep all our units fully ready to deploy and fight. We sccept-
ed tiers in our readiness that could be fleshed out in the event of & contingency.
Our smaller future forces won't have this slack.

Now, luvmﬁ emphasized the two corvllaries driving our thinking, I'd like to ex-
plain n;:r:hf: y why this is the right force for our strategy and what areas we peed
to emp .

PORCE ARCHITECTURE

I will begin by nrating for you some points you have heard, but they are still
worth repeating and thinking about. The world todsy and the world we expect to
see for the foresseable future in a more uncertain, and in some ways, & more dan.
gmul environment than we have known for decades. This uncertainty is an enemy

two respects: it diffuses our focus and it makes us too near-sighted. .

If someone had asked us 5 years ago if we were planning to go to Kuwaijt, or to
Somalia, or to contain the violent disintegration of a nation in the heart of Euro ,
I think we would have looked at them strangely. It should make all of us wongr
what's next? Where next?

Large expansions in the size and capabilities of our Armed Forces are the product
of many years of effort. A new equipment program often takes 15 to 20 yeans to
@ from the drawing board through production and fielding. Creating & new air
wing, a new division, or & new carrier battle group, even using existing technologies,
eultlzld take between § to 10 years, assuming the industrial base exists in the
place,

Our problem is that we just don't know what the global security environment will
Jook Like in another 6, or 10, or 20 years. What we do know is that great changes
are sweeping across the globe far more quickly than was the case in the preceding
40 years. Any world il:be selling in a store togay that is over 8 years old is already
an sntique. We may be delighted o find that the future is more peaceful and tran-
quil than today. Or, we may find that it is far more violent and frightening.

This lack of clairvoyance does not preclude sound planning, but it surely makes
it more difficult. The force we are building must take into account these effects of
uncertainty,

The forces we are recommending are the proper response for this kind of uncer-
tain world. Qur core sizing requirement has n described as keeping enou
forces to respond o two nearly simultanecus major regional contingencies (MRC)
and to prevail in both, as well as maintain our strategic deterrent posture. The ag-
gregate fiscal year 1995 force list to accomplish this follows:
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- 42,000 RC

But, let me dwell for & moment on what we expect this force to accomplish, be-
cause our calculations are based on a lot more than the sizing scenario implies.

Our highest objective is still deterrence. The importance of deterrence was not
washed away by the events of the past 4 or 5 years. What has changed is whe and
what we are deterring, There are still identifiable regional threats like North Korea,
Iran, Iraq, Libya, and others. But we also have to deter less precise threats such
as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. And, in a larger sense, we have
to keep the new fears and insecurities that are being unleashed irom breeding new
threats, and from undermining the great achievements and opportunities that we
sacrificed for during the past 45 years.

One point is clear—we must eeE sufficient forces stationed overseas where our
intereats dictate, like Europe and East Asia. Our alliances and coalitions are our
strongest bastions for :ubiﬁiy and order in the world that is unfolding around us.
Whatever savings we might reap by withdrawing our forces will seem foolishly in-
consequential to our children Wwho will inherit the damns,e this would certainly
cause. Twice in this century we have made the mistake of divorcing ourselves from
what was occurring in Europe or Asia. Both times it has led to disaster for them
and for us. We cannot afford to make this mistake again. In fact, we need to build
on our alliances, changing their focus to combat new threats and using our com-
bined power to keep new fissures and new tensions from overturning our achieve-
ments. .

We also have to be prepared to execute operations other than traditional
warfighting. Being m‘fnred or wars is our highest calling, one that we cannot and
will not marginalize. However, when you look into the future, you cannot aveid the
conclusion that our forces will be used more frequently for other types of missions
and against other types of crises. Even today our forces are operating in Somalie,
L alnd the wnttle‘:: off Haiti; they are helping to contain l'.he“1 ?i: ot u;' former

ugoslav states; they are supporting counte opersations; and they are bringing
humanitarian relief to the earthquake victims ing&mthern California,

We are demanding and we will get a great deal more security from this “two-
MRC" force than the title implies.
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PROPLE

No single investment we make is more im&orunt thasn our people. The Gulf war
brought to the Nation's attention something those of us serving in the Armed Forces
have known for quite some time--that the men and women who are serving toda
are abaclutely magnificent. They are bright, highly motivated, u‘trenzfy we,
trained, couragesus, and totally dedicated.

It took a long time t0 get 1o this point after the demaralizing Lurl of what histo-
rians term the "Vietnam ers.” But, it would not take nearly as Jong to go the other

way.

&xr sconomy is now recovering from the longest and deepest recesxion in our
post-war history. Our men and women in uniform are aware of this, and they are
also aware that they possess akills and talents that businesses value just as highly
as we do. As a matier of simple economics, we will have to compete ever more tena-
ciously 1o attract aod retain our high-quality people.

But, for the past 4 years we have been separating career people in large sumbers.
1 think we have gone about it properly, and I applaud the Congress for *softening
the llndinf’ of all those whase careers have been unexpectedly cut short. But, we
would be blind if we ignored the reverberations these culs have sent throughout our
forces, or the message they have sent to the young people we are trying to attract
=% ﬂflimé:] “M.g.u;n, le logic, We will ]

t boils down, in, to simple Jogic. We will not continue to attract quality you
people if incentives and benefits lu{luide. We have to take care of the :lr:lflr)e’ of o?:g
people in uniform, our civilians, and our families, or we will not retain the career
prelessionals we will need to lead our forces into the next century.

It is an old and proven axiom that men and women do not choose military careers
to pursue riches. Nearly all do s because they are intensely patriotic, because they
are dedicated, and because they enjoy the great fulfilment of military life. But,
there is an invisible botlomlioe that must be met if they and their families are to
stay in the service through one tough assignment after another, being asked repeat-
edly o:l.; put their lives in danger, and often being separated from loved ones for Jong

We are asking our sailors and marines to endure & career of 6-month cruises, year
after year of l.ivinga;u;:usure quariers, moving about the world from one danger
zone to the pext. of our soldiers and marines have missed more than ane
Christmas away from their families in the past 3 or 4 years. For some, two of these
warm, memorsbie holidays were spent in war zones or in Somalia. We are getting
what we expect from our people, and we owe it to them to compensate them for
their contribution.

The Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) contains a number of items geared
to our ability to recruit and retain quality people. Pay raises, funding for programs
that offset lTet'ill demands of military life, money for recruiting rescurces and ad-
vertising, dollars for reenlistment incentives, and health and educational henefits
are all vitally important to our Beople and our families. Not covered in the DOD
budget, but ally vital to the future of our forces, are the retirement benefits of
our velerans. The men and women who serve today, and those who contemplate fu-
ture service, watch closely how we honor our commitments to those who have
served. All of these programs face constant scrutiny but are not sreas in which to
cut corners or find savings.

In the iast € months alone, there have been two attempted assaults on the pstg
and benefits we have K:mined our co le. Thankfully, this Congress fought off bo
of them, and I hope t, for the heaith and the future of cur Armed Forces, we
continue {0 resist future temptations to save dollars at the cost of the welfare of
our men and women in uniform.

READINESS

In the past few years, I think all of us at one time or another have spaken of
the need to protect readiness, I think there is a solid consensus behind this point,
ﬁ:}xt&u as | Tﬂnﬁoned earlier, P'm not sure that everyone shares a complete grasp of

s entails.

Readiness equals the ability of our Armed Forcea to achieve their specified war-
time objectives.

There is a great deal that goes into this equation. Steaming days, flight hours,
and opersting tempo are just & few considerations. Each of the services has its own
models for mmn:&u assessing unit readiness that account for any pumber of
variables, from whether there is sufficient equipment on hand and whether that
aq‘:.\gilpment is adequately maintained and fully operable, through personpel manning
levels and whether 2 unit has experienced enough training o accomplish its mis-
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sions. And each service gives credence to a commander's assessment based on his
or her intuitive experience and judgment of whether the unit is ready for its ma-
* ““‘5‘&‘1“ guizes th | tial to maintaining readiness, M

at nt reco; s that people are easenti maintaining readinesa. Mo-
rale and esprit cannot be measured on a scale, but they can undo lg‘llnit'l readiness
more terribly than any other factor. This is an area we have to watch very closely
during this era of reductions.

To some degree, time and money in, equals readiness out, But this is clearly only
a partial answer. There are too many hidden or indirect siphons that can detract
from it. For example, although readiness accounts may be fully funded, if base oper-
ations accounts are underfunded, then commanders are confronted with a delicate
dilemma. They are forced to take funds away from their operstions sccounts and
divert them to keep the lights on at their installations and to keep the heat on in
their child-care centers. )

Alternatively, I think all of us are aware of the potentially dangerous tack we
have practiced for too long of demanding that the services spend their carefully pro-
gnmmed moneys to fund actual conting;ncies. Even if the services are repaid for

ese unex diversions at a later date, over the near term it forces them to
put ene unit into a state of readiness malnutrition in order to feed the growing costs
of & deployed unit. If the amounts of diversion are small, the problem is manage-
able. But if we involve our forces in more and larger contingencies, readiness mal-
nutrition migrates to more and more of the force, and the force could starve.

There is one more hidden siphon that disturbs field commanders, and this is the
large backlogs that result when we underfund depot maintenance. In the long run,
this underfunding is & guarantee of future readiness problems and possibly delayed

Tnization. -

I think all of us would have d.iﬂ'lcult{ explaining how we measure the readiness
of our industrial base, which is crucial to our ability to sustain eurselves in pro-
longed major operstions. This has been a problem throughout this century; and we
have been shoeked time and again to discover that when we most peed to mobilize,
vital areas are paralyzed or have atrophied so far that we have to rebuiid from a
dead start. I think we are %bing about 1t smarter this time, because we are id'“ﬂ'
inﬁ‘hlend prntectinng vita) industrial centers, but it is an area we all need to watch,

services all have good systems for measuring unit readiness, and we are im-
proving our joint readiness assessment systems so that we can do a better job at
assessing our lbﬂit{ to deploy and fight jointly. Qur joint commands have evolved
to the point where I think such a system is possibie, and we are now making our
first eflorts o measure our joint warfighting cepabilities. ] hope to report on contin-
uous progress in this area in future testimony.

What all this adds up to is that we need to do two things ifwemgoingetnpm-
tect our readiness. The first of these is that we are going to have to tier at
how we measure all the various components that affect readiness. And, second, we
are going to rely on {uur support {0 spend whatever is required to keep our readi.
ness at adequate levels, .

Over the coming months, you will hear from each of the service Chiefs and from
each of the combatant commanders. I am confident \ym: will ask each of them to
offer his assessment of the readiness of his forces. You will find, in general, that
we all we are still above the waterline, but there are whiripools and eddies
that could suck us under. We are advancing carefully and all of us would be more
confident if we avoided some of the bad habits 1 spoke of earlier. We will keep our
eyes on the horison; and if we see a problem looming in the future, we will ask for
your help before we mink.

STRATEGIC AGILITY

Before the end of this century, we will have the smallest number of troops sta-
tioned abroad since 1950, when the war in Korea and the spiral of events and ten-
sions in Europe finally convinced us that we could not return to the illusory com-
forts of isolationism, as we had tried to do 20 years before,

We have reduced our forces in the Pacific and the reductions in Europe are

ing. When they are dope, our remaining strength will be about two- thirds less
than the pumbers we stationed in Europe during the later years of the Cold War.

We are becoming far more dependent on our ability to project power from the
United States to effect deterrence or respond to crises in these regions. But, we
haven't mirﬁ'unﬂy improved our lbilitgetc.n do s0. One of the reasans we kept such
large ou overseas in the past was because cur strategic lift was so insufficient.
Because we are bringing a0 many of our forces home, we can no longer afford to
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casuall 'ﬁlmpt the glaring shortfalls that still exist in our strategic power projection
capabilities.

the past, we approached our strategic lift shortfalls much like the Soviets treat.
ed their 5-year economic plans. Time and again, we gathered great fervor and inten-
mg' behind our intention to correct these shortfalls, we drew up ambitious time-
tables and schedules, and then, with each succeeding year, we slipped these ached-
ules as we failed to accomplish one objective afler another, as Pproj increases
in air tonnage and sea tonnage failed to materialize, unti! we fina y succumbed to
the old trick of m»dlfyl.ng| our original requirements, reducing them to levels that
made us sppear successiul, when, in fact, we remsined far short of our original
goals. 'l'hlen, a few years later, some coslescing event would cause us to repeat the
same cycle in.

This budget is part of another of those 5-year plans, but this time we have much
more on the line than in the past. Because we have reduced our forward deployed
forees wo deeply, we are a t deal more reliant on our ability to reinforce them.

Just as important, the shift in cur m—-tsz demands that we globalize our t]ploy-
ment caplbigl?y. During the latter years of the Cold War, we focused primarily on
Europe and our wmm%tment to have 10 divisicns in place within 10 days. During
t.henmSOa, we improved our capacity to move military forces to Southwest Asia, as
well.

We are now in the process of dispersing this concentration and refocusing it to
give us & global orientation se that we can respond with much ter scceleration
to euntinsncies in Europe, in Southwest Asia, or throughout the Pacific.

The risk is this. Right now, we have enough 1ift to move small numbers of forces
to any theater in the world very quickly. But, we don't have enough to rapidly ex-
pand this flow into s torrent bringing in more and more forces, ﬁuipment and mu-
nitions at rates with which any of us should feel comfortable. The delays in time
will be measured quite horribly in lives and territory jost. )

s Strategic Agility
Deploy and Sustain Forces Worldwide - -

PP PR,

A famons Civil War general disclosed the secret of his battlefield successes as the
ability to *Get there the firstest, with the mostest.” We have to get better at getti
there “the firstest.” Our belief that we will is a critical assumption we accep
when we measured the size of cur projected force.

The means to do this are it!:yepg}regoaitioninﬁgmm and the lift expansion pro-

. Bu

grams, both included in the t, we also have to ensure the lift we currently

possess is maintained and modernized. We do not want to rediscover, as we did in
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our deployment to the Gulf war, that some of the assets we are counting on are not
nearly as ready as we believe.

MODERNIZATION
A diﬂ'icultmmduct of this new era is that we have lost the impetus that used
to drive our rnization needs. How do we determine if we need a mm]:ll.e‘tfly new
oTm, or

jece of equipment, whether it is enough to simply modify an existing pl
fnaua, :g:tg:: we need to add any i.g};memegt{ at % For decades, it was our
habit to make these decisions based on our analysis of Soviet developments and
what we peeded to counter them.

The risk we run today is that we will become complacent, that we will cancel one
modernization after another because we don't have a terrifying ogre knock-
ing on our door. Xihemntively, we know that we can't afford to invest in & mod-
memiz&ion possibility that becomes available. So just how should we a mod.

on

In this bu. we have steered our investments very carefully into those programs
that will hngepttlu most dramatic affect on our capabilities for the investment, that
will demonstrate the greatest payoff on the battlefield, and that will increase the
survivability of our forces.

We have divided our moderniration alternatives into two categories: those that
can be achieved through inexpensive evolutionary modifications to existing ug:;g-
ment and those which require ldin&'edge technology that only rewslutionary -
ernization can bring. The lggre?tg these programs is a vital part of the capabil-
ity we will need to field a capable force in the next century. From a technological
standpoint, we will relnain superior to any force that any other nation can field. We
will enjoy new advantages in stealth, in standofl precision weaponry, in sophisti-
cated ground and space battlefield sensors, in night vision capabilities, and in tac-
tical ballistic missile defenses.

On the other hand, hidden from sight are the large numbers of ‘pnm ms we ter-
minated, some of which we felt were important but unaffordable s more aus-
tere environment. Many of these program terminations were painful, to our defense
industries and to communities that depend on defense procurements. But, they were
necessary.

But, we cannot relent on modernization. Two vital considerations rest on it. First,
modernization is the key to future readiness; and second, it is the only way to pro-
vide our next generation with a viable defense.

We have to view our Armed Forces as a living mechanism, much ke San Fran.
cisco views its famous Golden Gate Bridge. That bridge is continucusly being re-
painted. As soon as the painters have reached one end of the bri:lﬂe they turn
around and start over at the other end. If they do not, they will f behind and
the bridge will lose its famoua color, it will begin to rust, and the city will have to

ire more painters and spend even more money to catch up.

In » similar vein, we have to continue ‘painting’ our forces. If we fail to continue
to modernize, we are merely creating a massive problem down the line for a future -
generation of military leaders, for future congressional leaders, and for future tax-
peyers. No piece of equipment or system lasts forever. We have to keep replenishing
our stocks &l:mgh a combination of continued fielding, rebuilding, modifications, or
modernization.

As I stated, we are asking you to modernize only the systems that will make a
dramatic difference to our capabilities.

COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, COMPUTERS, AND INTELLIGENCE (C*I)

During the Grenada invasion only 10 years ago, we were shocked to discover that
soldiers on the ground could not talk directly to Navy ships lying just offshore to
coordinate vital gunfire support. During the Gulf war, only 3 years -sr we discov-
ered interoperabiiity problems in passing air tasking orders between ifferent serv-
ices. And, when the conflict en General Schwarzkopl noted that he didn't feel
that he had access to strategic intelligence in a timely enocugh manner, nor was this
intelligence being distributed to frontline fighting commanders in time to be pro

used. These lapses did not cause catastrophic problems. But, in other cnn.ﬂ.bz
under other conditions, if they recur, they could cause disaster. We need to fol-
Jow through right away on the problems we discovered in the Gulf war,

But, we have to do more than just correct problems we have already discovered.
We have to harness the spiral of innovations occurring in computers, in electronics,
in software, and in communications technologies in our laboraiories, and we have
to adna these innovations to improve cur strategic C+I architecture and our ability
to cut gh the fog of war on the battlefield.




Battlespace
The Importance of Calesp

Key to this is protecting and improving our ability to stay inside any opponent’s
decision cycle. Doing 8o requires two capabilities. We must have the l.hilit¥ o see
the battlefield with such depth and acuity that we know what an opponent's forces
are doing even before they {now. Then, all of our forces—air, lapd, and sea—must
be able to act with such speed and Joint derecinion that our opponenis will be over.
whelmed, frozen, and ‘mudplble of responding,

In each of the twe world wars of this centu , new technologies debuted that revo-
lutionized the way we fought. In the First World War, it was the machine gun,
barbed wire, and finding & new application for an age-old wldier’s tool, using the
shovel to dig trenches. In the Second World War, it was the radio, radar, airpower,
and armored forces, The revolution occurring today is in C41.

CONCLUSION

In these uncertain times, we must Protect our readiness, we must keep our force
structure at the right size to be able to respond to major contingencies in two Te.
fiom nearly simuitaneously, and we must ensure that these forces grow In capabil-

ty even as they come down in size. But, even this will not be enough if we do not
keep the same remarkable quality of people in our force as we have todnﬂ\_r

Our strategy is right. And, the forces we are recommending are sufficient if we
follow t.hmug on the enhancements contained in this budget. If we do 8o, we will
: more capable of executing two nearly simultaneous major regional contingencies

an we are 2

We must be lbL %o mave aur forces and our supplies to threstened theaters faster
and in larger and larger quantities. For an embat.tid theater commarder, this alone
has dramsatic and nearly immeasurable battlefield consequences. From a
warfighting perspective, | think any theater commendsr would far prefer four divi-
sions and seven wings within a month after they are asked for, than twice that
number three months afterwards, And, the forces we send must have more raw bat-
tiefield capability than any we could put into the ajr or on a ship today.

We also have to be alert against complacence. For the time being, we are fortu.
nate not to have & enmpellin.f danger that threatens eur very existence. But, we
must maintain our forces and our readiness, we must modernize, and we have to
build and expand the vitality of our alliances. We have to do these things today,
not because we have & gun ai cur heads, but because we want to keep anyone from
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s;l‘ttinglgunatourhndl,orIOmedownthemd.ﬁnmtbinunhmrchﬂ-

n.

As a Nation, we have learned to view our enyironment and our debt with an eye
to the fntur?ble are disciplining ourselves to be more responsible about the state
of the treasury and the mlﬁ!‘len our children and our grandchildren are gof
?inherit. We need to carry the same outlock over to how we view our Arme:

'orces.

Today, America’s Armed Forces are as good as we ever had. When we call upon
them, as we have been doiz'xg quite often, they re?ond brilliantly. I ask your sup-
port in helping to maintain this edge tomorrow, and into the next century.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you very much, General Shali, Secretary

erry.

In the first round of questions we will follow our normal time
rule and I would urge all members, although there is certainly no
mandate, to stick with the budget questions the first round, and
then if we have foreign policy questions, which I am sure all of us
do, we will definitely have a second round.

Dr. Perry, ] want to talk to you just a moment and ask you to
respond to three questions that relate to assumptions. The patz
raise that took p]agq last year—the Congress did not go along wi
the administration’s zero pay raise for the military. That had 5-
year implications; it had 1-year im lications. It is my understand-
ing the administration has added that back in this defense budget,
is that correct, so that there is a hold harmless for the 1994 fiscal
year pay increase over the 5-year period?

Secretary PERRY. That is correct, Senator Nunn.

Chairman NUNN. Further, it is my understanding that that has
not happened on inflation. {s that right? There is a difference be-
tween last year's projection of 2.3 percent inflation and this year's
projection of 2.5 percent. That sounds like a small amount, but the
principle is enormously important and the amount of money is sig-
nificant because inflation could go higher than that if we get the
kind of growth that we all hope we do. ‘

Is the defense budget being protected against the unanticipated
and unprogrammed inflation number that was in last year's budget
that has now changed?

Secretary PERRY, The defense top line was not corrected to add
the different estimate of inflation which came just before this budg-
et was submitted. That question is open for reconsideration in the
1596 budget.

Chairman NUNN. It is not a closed issue in the out-years then.

Secretary PERRY. By no means. It is not a closed issue in the
minds of the administration either.

Ch;lirman NUNN, In 1995 that money is being absorbed. Is that
right?

cretary PERRY. That is correct.

Chairman NUNN. Do you know approximately how much that is?

Secretary PERRY, I do not have that number in my head, but I
expect Mr. Hamre does. $1.6 billion.

hairman NUNN. $1.6 billion of unanticipated, unprogrammed
ilﬁﬂaﬁog!;l i;! now being, in effect, eaten in this defense budget. Is
that right?

Secretary PERRY. That is correct. '

Chairman NUNN. We ap&reciate your method of presentation
which was very effective. I think it gives us an overall, broad view
and we can get to the details later, but I think it was excellent.
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In your presentation, you stated that there is no line in this
budget to project its savings from acquisition reform. You went on
to state that lixe savings on acquisition reform—and then you listed
base closings and other savings up there—almost all would occur
in the last 3 years, not in the first 2 years. Is that right?

Secretary Y. That is correct.

Chairman NUNN. You also mention that unless we achieve those
savings, we were not going to have money to get that procurement
back up in the future. Both your statements indicate very clearly
that if we do not have modernization over the next several years
on a larger scale than we do now, then the readiness of our forces
will be impacted down the road. ‘I"hey will simply not have modern
equipment. You made it clear that we have to rely on those antici-
f&ﬁd tu:&ng}s in order to build back up that procurement account.

8 that right’

Secretary PERRY. That is exactly correct.

Chairman NUNN. I am told, Dr. Perry, that there is a line in the
budget, not in the defense portion, but in the overall budget, that
takes $750 million in savings for fiscal year 1995 that relates to ac-

uisition reform and $10 billion over § {ears. That is a deduction

at is shown in the overall Presidential budget not yet allocated
to defense. Do you know whether that is the case or not?

thcrg.ary PERRY, That is correct. Would you like me to comment
on that’

Chairman NUNN. Yes, sir. My question really ig, how much of
that $10 billion over the 5 years and how much of the $750 million
gver ghe 1995 budget are basically going to have to come out of de-

ense’ :

Secretary PERRY. The main issue that we are concerned with is
the $10 bi'i{ion increment over the 5-year period. Let me be as clear
as [ can be about that. I believe that the reform programs we are
considering here do have the potential to achieve those kinds of
savings.

I did not myself put into the budget—I was reluctant to put into
the budget—based on the J;rinciple that I do not like to budget ei-
ther programs or projected savings for a program unless I can de-
scribe the program by which I am going to achieve them. I am not
able to do that at this time. I will not be able to do it, in fact, until
the Congress acts on the acquisition reform legisiation which you
are now considering.

When that is done and when we have our rograms put together
to realize the savings, I believe we will be able to make a confident
projection of u\rinLEs. I would anticipate by the time we put our
1896 budget together we will be able to, with some confidence,
project the sort of savings.

My hope and exslect.at;ion is that they not onl¥ will be at the $10
billion level over this 5-year period, but possib fy even higher, but
I cannot today describe to {ou the specifics of how that will be
achieved and that was why I did not myself put them in the budg-

et.
Chairman NUNN. Even t.hou%- it is not in the defense budget, it
is in the overall budget. The Budget Committee is going to have
to decide where that money comes from, and unless they reverse
course from anything I have seen in recent years, they are going




158

39

to take at least the defense Foﬂ.ion of overall procurement, which

is about 70 percent of overall government procurement—they are

going to take at least 70 percent out in 1995 and probably at least
0 percent out over 5 years.

It seems to me that is a direct contradiction between what you
have told us here because you are saying number one, you cannot
pr(g'ed: it, number two, it is not going to come in the first 2 years,
and number three, that money has got to be used to boost back u
the Erocurement account. Now, if all of those are accurate—and
think you are accurate on that—the money cannot be used twice.
Although we try to do it around here every year, in the bottom line
it does not happen. It can cnly be used once. ¥ou cannot save it
now in the overall President’s budget and come back and say it is
§oing to be used to build up procurement in the years ahead. How

o you reconcile those?

cretary PERRY. 1 would distinguish between the fiscal year
1995 and the out-ﬁrears. I have different concerns. In the fiscal year
1995, although the amount is relatively small, compared to the
total $10 billion we are talking about, it there would be some sig-
nificant fraction of that allocated to defense, that poses us with a
difficult problem. It has to come at the expense of programs be-
cause I do not believe it is going to come out of our acquisition re-
form in the first year. )

On the out-years, whatever portion of the $10 billion comes to
the Defense Department, if it is a reasonable portion of that $10
billion, I am confident that we will be able to achieve that even
though at this time I cannot give you a step-by-step projection of
how we will do it.

Chairman NynN. But that still does not answer the guestion
about how you get it in procurement if it has already been “saved”
and deducted from the deficit. How does that money then get used
for procurement——

Secretary PERRY. We have programmed increases in procurement
already, not counting on that acquisition reform. I would hope to
have more money to program into procurement and that would
come from the acquisition reform. Just for illustrative purposes, if
$5 billion of that $10 billion were to be allocated to defense over
8 5-year period and if we were able to achieve reform savings of
$8 billion or $9 billion, then that would give us an extra $3 billion
or $4 billion to add to the procurement increases we have alreedy
programmed, and I would be comfortable about that situation, The
reason I am uncomfortable on this is because I am not in the posi-
tion to make a forecast for savings which I cannot at this point
stand behind.

Chairman NUNN. I think all of us hope we can make significant
savings in acquisition reform and I think all of us are dedicated to
getting an acquisition reform bill passed this year. I believe there
18 money to be saved there. But frankly, if one were cynical about
this process, you could come to the conclusion that OMB took $11
billion and put it on pay to make up for the pay to meet that com-
mitment and then came back with the bottom line and deducted
$10 billion for “acquisition reform” which the Secretary of Defense
does not believe can be achieved. Of course, I have not developed
that degree of cynicism, but some people migixt. conclude that.
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Secretary PERRY. Senator Nunn, you will be pleased to hear that
I am not cynical about that either but I am concerned about it.

Chairman NUNN. Senator Thurmond.

Senator THURMOND, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Perry, later this week the Senate will be considering the
1994 emergency supplemental appropriations request. As I under-
stand it, the supplemental is to reimburse the Department for
unprogrammed expenditures for Somalia, Bosnia, Southwest Asia,
and Haiti, What would be the impact on the services if the Con-
gress did not fully fund this request?

Secretary PERRY. This would cause a serious adverse con-
sequence on readiness in each of the three services because that
money has been spent and committed that was not programmed for
and the only plausible way of providing that money 18 out of the
services operating accounts. So, all of the description that I gave
to you about how we were s:ain to be able to maintain readiness
g{lputting more funds into the O&M account would be defeated by

is action. So, it is crucially important to us to get that supple-
mental appropriation, and we have been strongly supported by the
administration in our request for that.

Senator THURMOND. I believe that DOD is requesting $1.2 billion
as part of this pad‘eﬁf' Is that right?

cretary PERRY. That is correct. .

Senator OND. It is very important that that be done, too.

Secretary PERRY. It is crucially important.

Senator ?i‘l-rumaom. Now, Dr. Perry, the fiscal ¥ear 1995 budget
request of $3.3 billion for the ballistic missile defense program in
the 5-year defense plan ealls for $21 billion. The proliferation of
missiles and weapons of mass destruction has made regional mis-
sile defense a top priority. Last year the administration reoriented
BMD toward theater defense to counter threats like North Korea,
Republican members agreed to this change in priority on the condi-
tion that the DOD develop the best TMD system technology would
permit.

Recently the administration propesed a clarification of the ABM
Treaty that would allow us to build TMD systems capable of inter-
cepting modern theater missiles like the gss-z, but that process
seems to have bogged down and has produced no relief for the trea-
ty for TMD systems. \

In the meanwhile, the development of THAAD and nava! upper
tier for TMD is proceeding and already the capabiAﬁéy of these sys-
tems is being artificially restrained because of the AEM Treaty.

Why should the committee approve $21 billion for TMD systems
that are not being developed to meet current missile threats, much
less beins made capable of countering threats that will exist by the
time TMD is deployed?

Secretary PERRY. Senator Thurmond, I will work to achieve the
most capable THAAD system which technology will permit us to
have and I believe I will be successful in that goal.

Senator THURMOND. General Shali, many senior officers have ex-
ressed concerns that high operational and personnel tempo are
aving a detrimental impact on people and readiness. It is unlikel

that there will be additional defense funding, nor will a CINC vol-
untarily reduce his requirements list.
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What are you doin% to reduce the operationa! commitments fac-
ing the service Chiefs!

eral SHALIKASHVILL. One of thé main reasons, Senator Thur-
mond, that we are facing these high operational tempos and that
they are having this negative impact is that they were never budg-
eteg for. So, I am delzgﬁted that you have before you now the sup-
plemental that you addressed because that will bring money back
into the services that can go against readiness, readiness in terms
of the training that they missed during these operational deploy-
ments that are very narrow in scope sometimes, the status of their
equipment. )

Other than that, we are doing eve?thing to ensure that we do
not needlessly jerk people around and that we have a pro%er bal-
ance between the training deployments that they need to have to
stay as sharp as they tan in the operational deployments,
whether that is providing a no-fly regime over northern an south-
ern Iraq or whether that it is providing sanctions monitoring on
Haiti, So, I think the Chiefs are ver¥ mindful of that turbulence
that you talked about and are doing I think a very, very good job
to balance these two requirements.

Senator THURMOND. General Shali, last year there was an at-
tempt to reduce the funding for the Selective Service and eliminate
its contribution to the Nation’s security. In the budget just submit-
ted, Selective Service is funded at the $23 million level. What are
your vg,eWs on the mission and necessity of the Selective Service
agency?

General SHALIKASHVILL Senater, I am of the opinion that the Se-
lective Service continues to provide us the assurance and the mech-
anism should we need tb reconstitute forees. It therefore should be
maintained at the level that this qarticular funding provides. 1
have met with the Director of the Selective Service on this particu-
lar point, and I think what we have now is about right.
thisr'xel?'?awr THURMOND. It is essential that we retain it, do you not

General SHALIKASHVILL That is right.

Senator THURMOND. Secretary Perry, in a January 31, 1994 arti-
cle in the Army Times, Ambassador Armitage was critical of the or-
ﬁanization within the Office of the Secretary of Defense for Policy.

e felt that the number of Assistant Secretaries were balkanizing
the policymakin &mcess. He was also very critical of a directive
which mandated the I})hasing out of uniformed military personnel
from the ranks of OSD policy professionals.

What is your response to Ambagsador Armitage’s criticism, espe-
dal}y in regard to the directive which I believe is an offense to the
professional service of many fine foreign area officials?

Secretary PERRY. The first is I believe stronsly that we have
some exceedingly capable civilians in the policy department of the
Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Second, we also have some very capable military peorle who play
& crucial rele in that operation and will continue to play a crucial
role. I will see to that.

And third, I believe that our organization is unnecessarily com-
plex and has been counterproductive to some of the efficient oper-
ation of an organization, and I intend to make changes in that.
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Senator THURMOND. Thank you. Thank you, gentlemen. My time
is up I believe, Mr, Chairman.

Senator ExoN [presidiﬁg]. Senator Thurmond, thank you very
mush. I believe Senator Nunn will be back shortly and 1'will pro-
ceed,

Since I may not be here for the second round, I must not go
along with the Chairman’s suggestions because I have & great deal
of faith in both the Secretary and the General. I have some ques-
tions that I might ask later on the second round about the budget
g:;nl would like to go to something that is uppermost on my mind

y.
First, General, you have been in Somalia. We are destined to
bring our troops out of there next month. How many troops do we
ave there at the present time, and what eoncerns do you have
about our safe and orderly withdrawal?
General SHALIKASHVILL I will provide you for the record the
exact numbers that we have in Somalia both on land and afloat.
(The information follows:]

As of February 8, 1994, in Somalia there were 3,650 sfloat and 4,174 ashore for
a total of 7,824.

General SHALIKASHVILL, My concern is that we are experiencing
a continuing high level of lawlessness. There is no indication yet
that this is anything that is centrally orchestrated, but there is a
high degree of lawlessness in Mogadishu in particular. Therefore,
we have to be particularly watchful that this does not get out of
hand as we get closer and closer to withdrawing. So I have, with
Secretary Perry's concurrence, ensured that we have the maximum
number of combat troops that will stay there till the very last. So,
from that standpoint I think we have done all the prudent things.

The other thing that I am very concerned about is that while
there is no specific indication of 'a threat, that we minimize the
threat to our troops as they are being withdrawn, and for that rea-
son we have directed that all major troop transports out of
Mogadishu from now on go by ship instead of plane so we do not
have to face the tragedy of an airplane full of our soldiers being
shot down.

But my main concern is to watch very carefully that Mogadishu
itself does not disint.eErate into chaos because that would make the
withdrawal that much more difficult. So far General Montgomery,
our senior U.S. commander there, has been doing an absolub:g
super job in protecting the force, keeping them properly occupied,
not trolling for trouble, but making sure that they are firm in pro-
tecting themselves. In the last 3 months that I have watched him,
I have been very impressed.

Senator ExoN. Thank you, General.

I would like to go into the Bosnia situation which I think is up-
permost on my mind and of many of my colleagues today. You have
Just returned, Mr. Secretary, from the Wehrkunde Conference. 1
am wondering if it came up oéﬁcially or unofficially there.

1 had a chance to chair & meetinF of the Armed Services Commit-
tee with our counterparts from all of the NATO legislators within
the last couple of weeks. I found deep division there, a lack of re-
solve as to what should or should not be done. The United Nations
has been somewhat lacking in resolve. Now we seem to be moving.
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I am going to ask you some guestions and I recognize and realize
and do not wish to tread upon the advice that you have given the
President of the United States in this particular area. If you cannot
answer some of these questions, I will understand.

I read your statement, General, Yarticularly where you address
many of the concerns that I have. I would simply say that as far
as our forces are concerned, you said, “if someone had asked us §
years ago were we planning to go to Kuwait, or to Somalia, or to
contain the violent disintegration of a nation in the heart of Eu-
rope”—] would simply add to that I remember returning from
World War I1I. Who would have thought that 5 years after that,
after we were going through a significant build-down, that we
would be involved in violent combat in Korea and 10 years after
that in Vietnam? So, history has a tendency to repeat itself. You
have both done a very good job in that area, bringing it to our at-
tention.

It seems to me that with all the feeling in Europe today and the
vacillation in the United Nations, we must tread very carefully on
what we do or not do with regard to what seems to be coming to
the fore now, Let us just send some aircraft over there and do some
bombing of those Serb positicns around Sarajeve.

What can you tell me, Mr. Secretary, with regard to what, if any-
thing, came up on this matter at your Wehrkunde Conference, and
what are your positions about my.feeling that the Europeans seem
deeply divided and uncertain? .

Secretary PERRY. First of all, let me say that our objectives in
Bosnia are to facilitate a peace agreement that is reached there as
promptly as possible and one that has some probability of being
sustained.

Second, while in the interim before that is done, to do everything
we can to prevent the spread of the conflict, the spread of the vio-
lence to other regions.

And third, do evernhing we can to minimize the violence and
casualties over there before that ti,eace agreement is reached.

And fourth, during this period to provide humanitarian aid, to
assist in every way we can in that regard.

If a peace agreement is reached and if it is one which could be
sustained t.hrou?h a peacekeeping operation, then I believe we have
some responsibility to partici?ate in that peacekeeping operation. I

ink the peace of Europe will be greatly beneﬁted%l that act.

Now, there are several different things we can do beyond what
we are now doing. First we could play a more prominent role in the
efforts to bring about peace in that area, and second, we could take
a more active role in trying to prevent or to minimize the violence
in tl}lledint.erim between now and when that peace agreement is
reached.

There is nothing that the United States can do to force either one
of those outcomes or should do to force either one of these out-
comes, but I believe there are many things we can do to influence
that in a positive direction and that we should try to do that.

Senator ExoN. Well, m’y time is up. Just let me say this, Mr.
Chairman, I simply say, for what it is worth, a little advice.
It is my concern that if we start bombizzﬁ those gun emplacements
and it 'does not work, does not deter, then where do we go from
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here? It seems to me if we are going to go that route, our NATO
allies and others should recognize the next logical s'oe‘) might be to
tell the Serbs if they will not be deterred with initial action, that
we should go after their warmaking machinery and communica-
tions and rail lines and factories. I just wish to say I have to think
we should have a policy to fall back on, and I do not think we
should go without a winnable gozal, which right now I do not think
we have,

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ‘
wChairman NUNN [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Exon. Senator

BTDET.

Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, I will follow on. I too have res-
ervations about the air strikes, but I am eoncerned about threats.
To me, that might constitute a threat, Senator Exon, if we were to
outline successive targets which move more and more to the heart-
land of Serbia.

I will move to this point. I am concerned about it, as is I think
every one of our Senators. Bosnia represents the most complex or
one of the most complex political/military decisions ever facing a
President in this century, and it is the reason that there are so
many—or so few, I should say—so many unanswered questions
leaving so few options by which a President can act in this situa-
tion. It seems to me you have three assessments you have to make.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and his colleagues have to de-
cide it. What can you achieve by successive air strikes? Just artil-
lery and mortars, all of us doubt that will succeed, and whether
you threaten an option to go on and take out bridges and major
suﬁ)ply depots and start tracking your bombs closer and closer to
BeTgrade to me that is not an option.

en Europe has gshown a great reluctance throughout to solve
this problem and they might seize upon failure of an air operation
as reason for them to withdraw and say, all right, USA, it is your
problem now. You take over. This concerns me.

Last, I have to tell you you have to make what I call a homefront
assessment. We saw 1n Somalia the tragedy of a 2-day military op-
eration, October 3 and 4, the loss of brave men and death of many
others, some 70 plus wounded. What happens? The Congress prac-
tically flipped the President right over, stripped him of the policy,
and almost, within a few votes, demanded to ring home the troops
by Christmas, thereby abrogating in many respects his constitu-
tional—not abrogating, but exercising our right to withdraw the
funds which, in effect, would take away his constitutional authority
as Commander in Chief,

You have to make a home-front assessment as to what is the will
of this country to back up air strikes, the loss of airmen, and the
like. Senator McCain has spoken out on this issue. He has more
experience than the rest of us and I hope he will address it.

ut let me return to the budget. First, John Hamre, the Com
troller, we welcome you, as well as we welcome our two principals.
I am pleased, Mr. Secretary, to see that you are retaining on your
team so many of the Presidential appointees that you have worked
with in this past year. A good team.

You used the term ce dividend.” We ought to reconsider
whether or not we just drop that. I find few facts in the world to
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indicate there is peace out there. If anything, this is a series of
charts which show the dollars that flow from a reduction of forces,
a reduction of procurement, and a reduction of defense spending
and it is not associated with peace.

As a matter of fact, I ask you to clarify in your statement—1I will

- read it to you—one sentence. “Finally, this budget reinvests de-

fense dollars into other areas of the economy, including deficit re-
duction.” Yet, you say as some of your goals in here that you—here
it is right here. On this chart, 1995 budﬁft, you say “reinvests de-
fense dollars.” I presume you meant by that outside of the defense
budget in other areas of government spending, not inside the de-
fense budget.

Secretary PERRY, ] was referring there to the roughly $3 billion

" of defense” dollars of the budget which is spent in dual-use tech-

nology, which is defense appropriations.
Senator WARNER. You ought to really clarify that because I do

not think we should call it a peace dividend.

Secretary PERRY. I accept that advice. That is good advice.

Senator WARNER. All right, good.

Now, during the State of the Union Message, we were all very
pleasea to see President Clinton use the phrase “hold the line on
defense spending,” and given that each time the Chairman and
ranking member of this committee take the budget to the floor of -
the Senate, there are always those who come up with inncvative
;’)deaea of how to cut, particularly those who want to cut across the

oard,

To help those individuals think through next time, tell us what
were the factors that led tht President to make the decision to hold
the line. You worked with him. You were in the sessions. What
were the factors that led to that important decision he made and
one I support?

Secretary PERRY. I cannot put words in the President’s mouth,

B Senator arner, but certainly the factors which led me to rec-
f ommend this to him and I think were probably influential in his

g decision were reflected in the points that General Shalikashvili was

f making in his testimony. This is a very dangerous world and there
k are many prospects of military conflicts facing us. He mentioned
B some of them, such as the Froblems we are looking at in Bosnia
ki today, the problems we are

ooking at in North Korea. All of these
est that we must maintain a very strong and a highly ready

s
L. military force.

Senator WARNER. Well, I hope that in the course of the floor de-
liberation, that we can call upon the President to reiterate that
reasoning in the face of calls to cut across the board and other cuts
which the members of this committee deem unwise.

General Shali, there has been a debate, and I thought your pred-
ecessor at various times was very courageous in addressing what
he perceived as an imbalance between the force level of Active
forces and that of the Guard and the Reserve. Give us your view
fv;rl::.h respect to the charts that we have just seen for the projected

ure.

General SHALIKASEVILL 1 think, first of all, there is an absolute
need to have a balance between the two, between the Active and
the Reserves. I am about as delighted as 1 can be about the work
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that has been done in the last few months, particularly in the
Army with the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve on
coming to an agreement in shaping that balance. I think what you
see reflected here puts us on that glide path. I think we have not
been that well off in & long time. I am very encouraged.

Senator WARNER. Sc, you say as of today and projected to the fu-
ture, you are satisfied with that ratio between Active and Guard
and Reserve.

General SHALIKASHVILI. I am very encouraged by the process
they have set in motion. Absolutely, Senator.

nator WARNER. My time is Lg

Chairman NUNN, Thank you, Senator Warner.

I believe Senator Lieberman ig next.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary and General Shali, I have some questions about
Bosnia, but ] am going to control myself and ask them in the sec-
ond round when I have a chance. I have some different views from
my two friends and colleagues who have spoken because I do worry
about the fact that the po ic{ that we have followed for the last 2

ears in Bosnia has not worked to stop the war and stop the vio-

ence.

1 also worry about the impact of our credibility when we, through
NATO essentially, make a threat as we did 9 months l?b, and we
do not follow through and what effect that has on stahility in Eu-
ﬁpe, not to mention on other places in the world, such as North

rea.

But I want to come back to the budget and focus in for a moment
on industrial base questions. Mr. Secretary, you have had extraor-
dinary experience in this area. Your views are very well developed
and I Kpreciat.e them.

On the question of maintaining the unique defense industrial
base to maintain a capacity to build weapon systems, we tend to
focus on the big contractors. As you know better than I, under-
neath those big contractors is this vast network of thousands of|
smaller firms who supply the parts to the bigser firms. Does the
Bolicy that we are following to maintain the industrial base as re-

ected in this budget account for or attempt also to protect that
rt of the base underneath what is most visible without which the
e would be constrained? :
Secre PERRY. Yes, it does, Senator Lieberman, at least con-
ceptually. I would put two qualifications on that,
irst, as you can appreciate, when you consider all of the first
tier and second tier subcontractors that are out there, it is much
more difficult to keep track of every component of that industrial
base down to the second tier subcontractor level as compared with
-__nn_dc%og_t.gnding the status of, let us say, half a dozen aerospace con-
tractors,

The second point and I think the more important point is that
much of these first and second tier subcontractors are supplying
components or subsystems which are also used in one form or the
other in commercial products. Therefore, to the extent that we can
remove the requirement for unique military liedﬁcatiom in buy-
ing these components and subsystems, we can have a much broad-
er industrial base available to us. That is one of the major objec-
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tives, as you know, of our acquisition reform program, to broaden
the access to that broad industrial base that is out there and not
be limited to the special purpose defense sector.

Senator LIEBERMAN, Thank you for that answer.

General Shali, again let me begin this question by saying what
is obvious, that all of you are being forced to make some very dif-
ficult decisions between not only personnel requirements, but pro-
curement decisions. I continue to worry about the extent to which
the process has forced you to make cuts in programs that still have
valid mission requirements.

I am thinking of the example, at the moment, about the cuts in
this budget in the Navy and Marine helicopter programs which, at
least from random conversation with a fair number of people in

y uniform, seet to fulfill a valid mission requirement. These heli-

copters are being used now quite actively, and the kinds of replace-
ments that normally would have been in the budget will be needed
as we make sure &at our men and women in unifoerm have the
equipment they need when we put them in harm's way.

Are we being in this decision—I focus on because 1 know some-
thing about it with regard to the Navy and Marine helicopters—
penny wise and pound ?oolish?

General SHALIKASHVILL, | hope we are not, Senator Lieberman.
I think in the final analysis, however, it was an issue of priorities
and where you have to apply your resources. I know that Secreta
Perry and his staff and we as the Chiefs were involved in that deci-
sion, It was not something taken lightly, but it was a decision that
in this area of prioritizing, the Blackhawk variants were the ones
that we could not afford in consideration of what else we needed
to bring on to keep the force modern.

Senator LIEBERMAN, I appreciate the answer. So, it is not so
much that a conclusion was made that there is not a valid mission
requirement. It is just that with the money given you, you could
not afford to purchase. everything for which there is a valid mission
requirement. :

neral SHALIKASHVILL I think it is a lower priority issue.

Secretary PERRY. I would like to add to that, Senator Lieberman,

Senator LIEBERMAN. Mr. Secretary.

Secretary PERRY. It was also a question of the Navy wanting to
standardize and reduce on the number of helicopter types that it
had so that their ongoing maintenance would be simpler and easi-
er. -

In terms of industrial base questions on helicopters, while we cut
the seven SH—60s from the budget, there still remain in the budget
about 60 H-60s. Therefore, from an industrial base point of view,
our helicopter production capability is in good shape.

We will be confronted with a much more difficult decision in
about fiscal year 1997 because the Army is planning at that time
to conclude its orders for the H-60 helicopter, and at that time we
will be faced with a substantial issue on industrial base because I
would rate helicopters as an industrial base issue much the same
way as some of the other systems we have talked about before.
That problem is a few years ahead of us, but it is not too early to
begin planning for it right now.
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Senator LIEBERMAN. I thank you for that answer. I understand
what you are saying. On the Blackhawk variants, the Navy and
Marine helicopters, what we are talking about is mission Tequire-
ments, though the i;udget, as dvou presented it to us, I hear you say
does protect the helicopter industrial base, if I can put it that way,
until we have to make the tough decisions that you talk about

probably around 1997, all in the interest of getting us or keeping
that base alive to build Comanche in the next century which every-

Yy Wants.

Secretary PERRY. Absolutely. That is a difficult problem that is
still ahead of us.

Senator LIEBERMAN. But that one we do not have to deal with
this year.

Thank you. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

c %hairman NuNN. Thank you, Senator Lieberman. Senator
ohen.

Senator COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me say on behalf of at least this member what an extraor-
dinary job the Secretary did at the Wehrkunde Conference. He ar-
rived Saturday moming after an overnight flight. He sat throu
all of these sessions with Chancellor Kohl and others through the
end of the day, gave a truly eloquent presentation on behalf of
Manfred Woerner, and then ‘was up half the night with Admiral
Boorda and General Joulwan and General Jones preparing for an
- evacuation of the wounded. He then went into the next morning
and gave a truly outstanding performance and the statement of the
administration’s Bosition and policy before running into the prob-
lem of having to fly on the non-Air Force on the way back, but that
was the only mishap along the way. We really are proud of the way
you conducted yourself, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary PERRY. Thank you, Senator Cohen. I also thank you for
meking your plane available to me. {Laughter.]

.. Senator COHEN. Well, I think the Chairman underestimated the
leverage that I really seek to exert over you,

But let me just quote for a moment what you did say at the ses-
sion. You were guite eloquent in that presentation on Sunda
morning. You talked about the warning signs of history being all
around us and from W.H. Auden and the quatrain you guoted, “In
the nightmare of the dark, all the dogs of urope bark and the liv-
ing nations wait, each sequestered in its hate.” I think you quoted
that to say that we did not listen to the warnings and, as a result,
we found World War II and 25 million killed and hundreds of thou-
sands more wounded. .

There was another portion of a poem that Auden wrote also. It
says, “History held a. moment too long burns the hand.” I really
think that we have to hold history just a little bit longer in our
hands because you and the administration are under tremendous

ressure to do something. That was over there during the con-
ference. It is here even now as we speak. ] am sure that pressure
is on.

Some of my colleagues here today have indicated that we may be
suffering a loss of credibility because we are not doing something,
that which we promised to do 9 months ago. The eagy Answer 1s
do not promise to do something in the first instance. ] must tell you
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it used to be a policy in this country of never disclosing what action

we are going to take against a potential adversary, never disclosing

. that in advance. Now we tell them what we are going to do in ad-

- vance by way of threats and do net carry it out. I must tell you

i that threats end up being as hollow as the Army we had back at

Y the end of the 1970s. _

So, air attacks seem to be the mantra of the day. I must say I

B think Senator Exon or someone mentioned that Somalia was an ex-

b € ample. Somalia I think is only the latest example of the mistakes

that we make when we fail to take into account the consequences
¢ that flow and the contingencies that we have to consider.

I would disagree with the sugpestion that we flipped on Somalia
because we lost 12 men and women and another 78 or so wounded.
'3 { That is not why we flipped I must tell you. In my judgment the
md=  reason that there was a change is because Congress did not believe
the administration had in place a plan to meet the contingencies
that would flow when we changed the mission from being one of
delivering humanitarian pid to taking sides.

So, I think we have to proceed with a good deal of caution. At
the end of the tunnel, there is not only either a train or a light,
but it mag be a deeper and longer tunnel. So, I would hope that

ou would continue the policy you articulated at Wehrkunde in
eing very tautious in calling for action unless we have thought
through all of the consequences in the event that the Serbians do
not accept our behavior. modification plan that may be inspired
through air strikes.

I would like to ask in the budget itself now as to whether team
spirit is funded. Does this budget contain funding for the conduct-
ing of a team spirit exercise?

neral SHALIKASHVILL Yes, sir, it does. In 1995 it does.
anen,ator CoHEN, How much has been budgeted for that, do you
ow? :

Gegeral SHALIKASHVILL. 1 will have to give you that for the
record.

[The information follows:]

Qur fiscal year 1995 budget submission is based upon planning estimates. For
those costs we are able to segregate and project, our current estimate for Team Spir-
it 95 is $47.7 million. .

Senator COHEN. You touched upon this in the answer to Senator
Lieberman, but you do talk about the need to preserve critical ca-
pabilities in the industrial base and in particular our submarine
force and the Seawolf.

What impact do you think the helicopter manufacturing base will
have after the Navy has canceled all of its helicopter procurement
programs? I am talking about the CH-53 Echo, SH-60B LAMPS,
SH-60F, and the HH-60. All of those have been canceled. What
kind of a base are we going to maintain for Navy helicopter capa-
bility with the cancellation of these programs?

Secretary PERRY. We will maintain a viable industrial base for
helic:g;téers through fiscal year 1997 and we face a substantial prob-
lem r that. I do not have at this stage a solution to that prob-
lem to describe to you, but I can tell you it is foremost in my mind.
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Senator COHEN, In your judgment, Mr. Secretary and General, if
Korea worthy of a higher priority in terms of our focus as opposed
to Bosnia?

I have been looking at some of the reports cominﬁoout about ous
eagabilities as far as should there be a conflict in Korea, what ca
pability we have. I will just read a couple to you here. We have ouj
military officials quoted. North Korea will be the critical majo]
military threat for the next few years, and that will remain so ever
if there should be some agreement on the nuclear issue and on ang
on in terms of what kind of capabilities have been moved down by
the North Koreans.

A statement is here that while we have 35,000 troops, only ong
of the three Air Force squadrons there is equipped with a specia
targeting pod that allows pilots to fight effectively at night and de
liver laser-guided smart bombs.

Are we getting ourselves in a situation where we may now b¢
forced to choose between how we are going to allocate those re
sources to Bosnia or Korea?

General SHALIKASHVILL I do not believe so, Senator, I stay ir
close contact with our commander in the Pacific and with our com
mander in Korea to ensure that they not only continue the assess
ment of what it is they need, but that they also signal that assess
ment to me and I, in turn, can brinF it to the Secretary. I am satis
fied that he has very carefully evaluated his requirements for the
defense of Korea and that right now he feels he has signaled to u:
what needs to be done to increase his capability to defend himsel
and the administration is working on that. I do not think it is ¢
balancing act between Bosnia and Korea at this moment.

Senator COHEN. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, my time is l;p, bw
let me once again commend the General and the Secretary for th
way in which we responded to that horror in Sarajevo. The tean
went into immediate action. They got the aircraft in to get the
wounded out, and ] must say it was really & credit tous.

One final point I would make is that as we look at the situatior
in Bosnia, we have to resist the temptation to find and point the
finger at only one villain. With the exception of the eivilians whe
are being killed and mutilated, there are no innocent parties. There
are differences and degrees of guilt, but we have to keep that ir
mind as we decide whether we are going to be coming in on ont
side or the other as we proceed down this path.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NunN. Thank you, Senator Cohen. Senator Glenn.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, I want to associate myself witl-
Senator Cohen’s remarks, without repeating all of them. ] though:
not just your performance, but your actions, your substantive ac
tions over there at Wehrkunde were excellent. I think it set th
right tone for {our tenure as Secretary of Defense. So, I just want’

to congratulate you on that also. :

On the O&M accounts, depot maintenance, and so on, I will n
go through all of those again. I was very glad to see in the budge
an increase of $4.9 billion in those accounts.

I ﬁet disturbed when already, though, we are talking mbout ¢
supplemental this week and maybe not including something for th

‘peacekeeping accounts. We come back and, as you said, once again
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here we go. If we do not have those in the su?p]emental, as I un-
derstood what you said a while ago, they will probably come out
of the O&M accounts. O&M is looked at always as the deep pock-
ets, as the cash cow for everything else people want to do because
they are fast spend-out accounts. Se, I was glad you made that
point in answer to Senator Thurmond’s comments a little while
ago. .
We could give a lot of detail on depot maintenance, but I will not
Eet into all of it, except to say that in 1994, we saw a growth in
acklogs of 77 percent. The Army was 42 percent short; the Navy,
22 percent short; and the Air Force, 20 percent short. We cannot
o on building up a bow wave of depot maintenance backlogs like
at or we will soon not have the equipment out there when we are
required to use it sometime. So, I am glad to see you are reversing
that trend. o

General, let me ask you a question on this. The results of the
Bottom-Up Review came in just about the time you became Chair-
man. We do not have any way of validating things like the Bottom-
Up Review short of combat except for war gaming. Are you doing
a full scale war gaming effort this year at a]l different levels?

General SHALIKASHVILI. We are engaged in an effort right now
between the commander in the Pacific and General Hoar in’
CENTCOM and our J-8 folks on the Joint Staff to do the first
analysis that in a more realistic way riives us a check whether we
in fact have sufficient forces to do the two nearly simultaneous
MRCs and looking specifically at the sort of things fike intelligence
systems, strategic lift systems, and so on that we might have to

ow from one theater to the other.

This will lead immediately into a very extensive war game to
make sure that we can then, even in a more robust way, test that
out. So, I think we are engn‘fed in a fairly wide ranging program
to do that, but we just started. ‘

Senator GLENN. If you could keep us advised on that, we would
appreciate it. We would like to be involved as much as possible so
we can see any shortcomintgs that you are turning up as early as
possible. I am chairman of the Readiness Subcommittee and we
want to get going on those things. We do not want to wait for an-
other year's budget. We would rather be working on problems in
the interim if we have to work out some bugs, and we may have
tg bz;iuse this is quite an extensive change that you are going
through,

Another subjectj General. When General Schwarzkopf came back,
he gave us several areas where he thought there were shortfalls of
equipment and/or techniques or whatever as a result of Desert
Storm. Now, I know that we cannot base everything for the future
on Desert Storm, but some of the things he pointed out are things
that are going to be problems wherever we go and whatever hap-
pens, Desert Storm or North Korea or wherever, things such as
strategic lift, mine countermeasures, friendly force identification,
tactical air reconnaissance, the roundout brigade concept, fast sea-
lift, night flying capabilities for the AV-8B, night vehicle identifica-
tion capabiﬁréies for the Cobra and other helicopters, and increased
missile detection. Those ID problems—there is nothing more
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unpardonable than hitting friendlies, as we know, when you are
out there in comhat.

Are gll of these things covered in this budget? If not, why not?

General SHALIXASHVILL 1 would have to look at your list and
then give it back to you for the record, but from listening to you,
I think most of them that I heard you say are covered in one way
or the other. For instance, the big ticket item, such as strategic Lift,
certeinly is addressed in it and if we are going to talk about the
strategy of getting to be able to fight two nearly simultaneous
MRCs, strategic lift, both air and sea, is, of course, critical and they
are the big ticket items. Those are addressed.

Senator GLENN. If you could give us a letter back on that or brief
us on it. I sent a letter to the Secretary of Defense on December
3 asking about these things and asked for a briefing on them. 1
would appreciate either a letter back or a briefing, as we requested,
as early as you can manage it .

Over into the financial management area, Mr. Secretary, which
we have talked about before, and which we talked about at your
confirmation hearing. Secretary Cheney did the DMR and out of
that came the creation of DBOF, consolidation of depots, transfer
of item management in some cases, consumable items from the
services to the Defense Logistics Agency. Secretary Cheney claims
some $70 billion savings would be saved over a 5-year period and
I guess worked back into the budget. Now, I do not know whether
you agree with all those things and the figures he gave, Some of
those commitments are things that you are aggarently going to
have to live up to that he thought were going to be savings.

How is that working and what are we doing in that area? Are
we going to get those savings? Are you going to have difficulty
making those savings; or how is that coming?

Secretary PERRY, [ think the problems he identified and the re-
forms he undertook were well conceived. The implementation of
those programs has been slow and in some cases ineffective. I have
never been able to determine a good basis for the cost savings that
were projected for that. As a consequence, we revised the budget
already back in 1994 to take many of those savings out of the
budget because we were not confident we were going to be able to

et them.

& Senator GLENN. In the area of financial management, 1 know
this is early on in your tenure, but can you give a rundown on the
management changes you have planned? I know you have Mr.
Hamre as DOD Comptroller and we are all familiar with John on
the committee, We are looking to him to be one of your wizards of
change over there in this financial area. Can you give us a run.
down on that? _ .

Secretary PERRY. We have a vigorous program underway in man-
agement reform. I think this is of such significance that I would
recommend to this committee or one of your subcommittees to
schedule a hearing on that in the near term so we could lay this
out for you in much more detail than we can in just a few minutes

ight now.
ut one of the underlying elements is standardizing the language
and the subsystems and the operating systems that tie all of our
financial management systems together, The inefficiencies that re-
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sult from the literally hundreds of different ways of describing lan-
Epa§e and hundreds of different ways of computing systems is one
1g tactor.

second area of major change that is re(i‘uired is that functional
areas like personnel and functional areas like the payroll are not
- connected with each other. That is, they are two separate systems.
Therefore, we have an accident prone system. The communication
that is required for many of the day-to-day, routine functions we
pertt::rm is really not done well because these are two independent
systems.

These are some examples of the problems we have identified and
the specific programs we have introduced to change them. We see
- this as a long-term reform effort. It will take us several years I
think to make a major difference on this system.

When we first started working this a number of months ago,
there was a fair amount of resistance within the functional units
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and within the services be-
cause each one would prefer to work their own systems on it. I be-
lieve we have been successful in convincingkthem that what we are
looking for is not centralization. We are looking for standardization
of a&proach where the execution will continue to be decentralized.
As they understand that and come to see what we are trying to do
with the reforms, we are getting much better cooperation and sup-
port from the services on this now.

Senator GLENN. Thank you. My time is up.

Chairman NUNN, Thank you genat.or Glenn,

On the subject Senator Glenn raised, if you could furnish for the
record, Dr. Perry, a breakdown of how much savings were assumed
in the Cheney budget, what was done last year—I know there was
a $10 billion contingency in there—and how those savings are
being realized now in accordance with the Cheney projections. If
y{qu could furnish that for the record so we will have it on one sheet
of paper.

Pwould also ask if you would furnish for the record—this will
probably require a request to OMB, but if you all could make that
request—how they anticipate that $10 billion is going to be saved
in acquisition reform over 5 years and how much of it will be allo-
cated to defense. The same question for fiscal year 1995, how much
of the $750 million is going to be taken out of defense, if any? We
; would like to know where that money is coming from.

" [The information follows:]
. Secre: Cheney estimated the savings from his Defense Management Report to
. be about §70 billion for fiscal years 1990-1999. When we took olfice in 1993, we
were not able to determine a good basis for those savings in the years ahead. There-
fore, in modifying the Bus ney defense program to prepare President Clinton's
fiscal {enr 1994 defense budget, we included a $10 biflion offset for fiscal years
1994~ :39:. This reflected our estimate of the savings that we knew we could not
araniee, )
guA.ﬁ.er the Odeen panel retﬁorted its findings as to how much the Bush/Cheney de-
fense plans were underfun OMB addedg;ls billion to the DOD topline for fiscal
years 1895-1999. DOD's fiscal years 19951999 defense budget projections now in-
clude only those savings that we believe we can deliver. ‘

Reganﬂng the savings assumed in the President's budget for minvenﬁngslgeden]

rocurement, OMB deductions for these savings for fiscal years 19965-1f total
g12.3 billion in budget authority and $10.6 billion in out]ayu.?he allocation of these
cuts among sgencies was determined by the proportion of total Federal procurement
for the agency. DOD’s portion of the allocation for fiscal year 1995 is §321 million
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in BA and $239 million in cutlays—about 45 :mnt of the total OMB allowance
for that year. Achievement of these savings depends oo congressional passage of
procurement reform legislation.

Secretary PERRY. We will be happy to do that. 1 would remind
you, Senator Nunn, that at the time we first discovered this sub-
stantial amount of savings that had been attributed in the budget
to the financial reforms the previous administration, we con-
cluded then that they were at least $13 billion overstated and re-

uested and received an increase in top line funding to accommo-
te that

Chairman NUNN. I recall that.

Becretary PERRY. But we said then and we believe now that was
not the final assessment. That was an interim assessment on the
extent of the groblem. So, the update is very appropriate.

Chairman NUNN. Right, good. Senator McCain,

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr.
Secretary and General Shall, for joining us again.

I would like to discuss the Bosnia situation with you. I would,
like to repeat the admonition of my colleague from Maine, Senator|
Cohen, who believes, as I do, very strongly that we should stop
making threats. According to one media outlet, the President for
the 10th time this mommf or {yesterday threatened air strikes.
This not only discomfits and confuses our allies, but it also encour-
ages people like Kim Il Sung, where I believe the next real crisis
may come for this Nation. I believe that Kim 11 Sunﬁ really has two
choices: one, to refuse to allow inspections, or to allow inspections
and allow us to discover that he is in violation of the treaty that
his government signed.

ou want to act positively to help the situation in Bosnia, you
should urge the hf’a{}g of the embargo. We should say as a Nation
that we want the United Nations to lift the arms embargo on
Bosnia and if theﬁdo not, then we will proceed unilaterally to as-
sist the Bosnian Muslims in defending themselves and their terri-
tory and, in the words of a British diplomat, at least level the kill-
inE field. If you want to do something for them, do that. That is
what they are ukindg for.

Now, it is my understanding that the administration is about to
announce a_policy that requires the Bosnian Serbs to move 20
miles from Sarajevo and that we will enforce that policy with air
strikes, if necessary. I think this is an incremental, bureaucratic
solution. History shows us that air power alone never decisively de-
termines the outcome of any conflict or confrontation. You, General
Shali, testified exactly to that in resionse to my guestions when
you were head of NATO. You may have changed your views. I
would be interested in why when this policy comes out.

I also believe that if we are going to embark on this slippe
slope, which it is, the Congress of the United States should rnt.ig
such a decision. i, for one, would strongly urge some kind of ap-
proval from Congress, which you may get given the sentiment in
!.hces:guptry and the horror and the outrage at what has happened
in Sarajevo.

Let me also point out that we need to know who is in charge and
who is giving the orders, Some people believe that Field hrhgerahal
Boutros Boutros-Ghali will now decide whether the U.S. launches
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air strikes or not. Some believe that it is NATO. The American Cl[:eo-
ple believe that it should only be the U.S. Commander in Chief,
and that is the President of the United States. I hope that this con-
fusion will be cleared up as rapidly as possible.

If you embark on this policy, you must be able to tell the Amer-
ican people what you plan to do if it fails. What is the next option
if this does not work? Do we say, as did a commentator on a TV
show last night, well, if it does not work, then we will just stop?
Or do we have to embark on the inevitable next step, which is the
injection of ground troops?

at do we do about civilian casualties? It is clear that the artil-
lerg pieces, the mortars, and other weapons are cleverly concealed
in buildings near schools and churches, where there are population
centers. Do we have the kind of capability in that weather and that
topography and that demography to effectively carry out the kind
of precision air strikes that‘we were able to in Desert Storm? Most
peotple tell me that is not the case.

It we are goinsht.o relieve the siege of Sarajevo, are we therefore
going to relieve the siege of Mostar and other cities that are under
siege by the Bosnian Serbs, or are the people of Sarajevo the only
fortunate ones?

What about the safety of the U.N. peacekeepers who we all know

ticular time?

. What is the objective of this military exercise? Is it to ensure
that we can provide humanitarian relief to the people of Sarajevo?
Is it to bring an end to the war? Is it to bring the parties together?

" Is it to punish the Bosnian Serbs who inflicted the terrible carnage

and horror that we all saw recently? I think we at least need to

. know what the objective of this policy is and how long we intend

- to carry out such a poli?.

" By the way, I think like all incrementalist policies, including dur-

- ing the Vietnam war, this policy may enjoy some initial success

* while the Serbs make adjustments in their tactics and their strat-

egy. But to believe that air power alone will beneficially affect the

P situation in Bosnia flies in the face of the views of every military

- expert that I have spoken to and every reading of history that I

:  have enga%ed in in this century.

"~ So, Mr. Secretary I guess my question to you is, if this policy is

i implemented, what is the option if it fails to implement our goals,

¢ whatever they may be, in Sarajevo?

Secretary PERRY. Senator McCain, those are excellent questions,
very well formulated. 1 am not able today to address those ques-
tions. 1 hope to be able to do that in the very near future.

Senator MCCAIN. General Shali, you testified before this commit-
tee last gear that tactical air power alone in the climate and topog-
raphy of Bosnia is Eeneral]y not effective. Do you believe that it
can now be effective!

General SHALIKASHVILI, | believe that my statement then that its
effectiveness is considerably limited still holds. I do not walk away
from the statement, nor do I walk away from the statement that
i air power alone cannot bomb someone into a peace treaty. I do not
lciis_agree with that at all, and I know ] have said it and I stand

y it.

are lightly armed and are spread throughout Bosnia at this par- -
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I think the issue, however, Senator McCain, that is being de-
bated and that will be debated in the NAC here in the next day
or two is whether you can use limited air power not to stop, but
to help reduce the chance of a tragedy that occurred in Sarajevo
the other day. It is in that narrow a context. That is the question
I think that the NAC is going to debate when it meets, not whether
you can bomb someone to a negotiating table, not whether it is an
all or nothing solution. Can you do something that would reduce
the chances of something like that ha%pening again?

Senator MCCAIN. Do you believe, Dr. Perry, that the Congress
should be consulted before a policy like this is implemented?

Secretary PERRY. Yes, I do.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman.

(The prepared statement of Senator McCain follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN McCAIN

Dr. Perry and General Shalikashvili, I appreciate the opportunity to express to
you, who are dnrged with ensuring cur national security, my serious concerns
sbout the President’s fiscal year 1955 national defense budget request.

1 remain concerned that ‘the Clinton budget cuts defense too fast and too deep.
If approved, the &npoul submitted to Congeu yesterdey will result in & 36 per-
cent real cut in defense budget since 1985, and another 10 percent real reduc-
tion blyh 1999, Although full details are not yet available, | am concerned that the
:.pta“t: lity l.n;:l:djnm of our military will continue to decline under the adminis-

n's X :

Last Jxﬁ’;, 1 rublilhad a compilation of responses from the Chiefs of Siaff to my

estions about the readiness status of the mili services. This publication, enti-

ed “Going Hollow: The Warnings of Our Chiefs of Stafl,” conwmnﬁe after page
of statements from the Chiefs that readiness is already declining in of the serv-
jces, and that underfundin&wili only exacerbate the Bfr:l:lem.

N’urly a year later, it does not ngrur that the ident's budget request ade-
quately addresses these serious ems. The Pentagon disingenuously claims to
{ncrease spending on readiness $5 billion. Yet only about 20 percent of that
amount is allocated to readiness-related programs. tional training rates,
which the Pentagon claims are maintained at current levella,nchnlly decline in pev-
eral areas compared to tnlni.nﬂlntu at the end of the Bush administration. With.
::tldm:hﬂning,mrma er force will be less ready to fight and win any fu-

Te 00! !

The men and women who serve in the Armed Forces are denied a full pay raise
in the Clinton defense budget. Cost-of-living allowances for military retirees are de-
layed until October, while civilians retired from Federal service will receive their
COLAs in April. Once again, the Clinton administration is singling out mihtgm

r
the financial security of military personpel who are serving or have served their
country has & severe negative impact on the morale of our t.m:‘:

om{na ‘z:m , we went to war in the Persian Gulf as most combat-ready
force world. The value of that readiness is clear in the massive victory we
achieved in just a few weeks with minimal loss of life. Todmy, that readiness is be-
gnnln.; to svaporate. Our forces are going hollow. Few future opponents are likely

allow us time to ready for war. If we are not ready, the men and women we
send into combat pay for our negligence with their lives.

Dr. Perry and Generli Shalikashvili, these are serious matters which I intend to
¢ in the Military Readiness Subcommittee, on which [ serve as the ranking
blican. I look forward to your assistance in remedying these and other short-

falls in this budget and restoring the readiness of cur Armed Forces.

Briefly, on another matter, I was unsble to attend the commitiee’s hearing last
week concerning the Bervice Academies becsuse of & fnmilpene ncy. However, 1
want to express my views concerning the problems at the tvdm:w and par-
hl":t.ullzukum support for my good friend, Admiral Tom Lynch, the Superintendent
of the Academy.

Honor . . . duty . . . loyalty . . . character. These words, which form the basis
oft.herdAui choeid e

Kl mission, have as their common thread one irrefutable prin-
ciple and mandate: develNopment of character. This goal must be the polestar by
ich every member of the

aval Academy is guided, whether officer, faculty, ath-
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letic coach, or midshipman. Every other laudable goal, be it academic excellence,
athletic prowess, or community involvement, is secondary to this pu 3
Service Academies have a unique opportunity and special nsponnigility to provide
- an environment that cultivates, indeed demands, the personification of honor, loy-
F Alﬁy. integrity, and moral courage, the qualities essential to military leadership. In-
‘C stilling the highest sense of honor in midshipmen is at the heart of character devel-
‘, opment. As my good friend and fellow POW, Admiral Lawrence, has said, Annapolis
4 “must graduate special persons-officers who will place the interests of the country
P and the welfare and safety of their subordinates above their own.”
The Honor Concept is more than simply a set of rules or procedures; it is & way
€ of life. From Induction Day, midshipmen must realize that the content of their char-
acter, and the degree of attention given to it by the Academy, are central to their
development as future officers. When midshipmen live the honor code, it must not
e solely for fear of punishment, but because they aspire without reservation to the
Pl right course of action.
i en the Brigade returns to the Academy at the end of the summer, these lofty
£ X and enlightened ideals are soon overshadowed, as, to paraphrase Admiral Lynch,
sepn  ©very midshipman is pulled at once in different directions by the competing de-
mands of academic, athletic, and training requirements. As a consequence, the
Honor Concept has become, to some midshipmen, just another obstacle to be aver-
come, rather than an ideal that can indeed change the way they live and the way
th;{ view themselves.
avy leadership at all levels has paid too little attention to the development of
character at the Naval Academy. However, I can say with great certainty that this
lack of attention did not materialize just in the 2 years that Admiral Lynch has
been at the helm as Naval Academy Superintendent. As the committee appointed
by the Naval Academy Board of Visitors and the Secretary of the Navy determined,
the entire Nation's “loss of innocence” can be attributed 1o the late 19608 when, I
believe, the Naval Academy, too, began to drifl, off course. I am confident that Admi-
ral Lynch will correct this drift, as he has endorsed and begun implementing fully
the Honor Review Committee’s recommendations, which will restore character de-
velopment and henor to their proper place as the essence of the Academy’s mission.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator McCain. Senator Byrd.

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Secretary Perry, today we marked up a supplementa! appropria-
tions bill that includes $1.2 billion for the Department of Defense.
That is to reimburse the Department of Defense for monies ex-
pended in various operations which are U.N. operations in Bosnia,
Somalia, Haiti, and Iraq.

Also, I see in the regular budget an item in the amount of $300
million for the Defense Department to pay U.N. assessments for
DOD participation in peacekeeping operations in 1995,

Do you anticipate a repetition of these supplemental requests in
the future for recompensing the Department of Defense, such as we
have just acted on in the Appropriations Committee? I do not per-
sonally approve of that approach, but this year I am supporting
that request because it can amount to a way of supplementing
DOD appropriations and adding to the DOD budget.

But what about the $300 million? That is separate from the ac-
tivity that the Appropriations Committee has just provided for.
What is the $300 million to be used for? Do we have any details?
Or is this something that is prospective?

Secretary PERRY. The $300 million is the U.S. Government's
share of the so-called Chapter VII, the peacekeeping operations
conducted by the United Nations, and it is prospective.

Senator BYRD. Is it peacekeeping or peace enforcement?

Secretary PERRY. Peace enforcement. Pardon me. The Chapter 7
is the peace enforcement.
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Senator BYRD. Now, I suppose we do not have any details as t|
what that would be spent for because that is prospective, as yo

say.
gecretary PERRY. Yes. I have no details on that. That is correct
Senator Byrd. .

Senator BYRD. What might we expect next year by way of an
other such request?

Secretary PERRY. It is very difficult to predict what the need!
will be, but I think that the $300 million is a reasonable estimatd
of what it might be next year, representing a balance betwee
needs and what we are nbf; to take out of the defense expendi
tures. This money competes with other things we do in defense,
course.

The $1.2 billion in the supplemental, I am happy to hear you
willingness to support that. That, of course, is for money that is r¢
imbursing money that has already been spent for operations al
ready conducted.

Se;mbor BYRD. And we might anticipate a similar request nex
year? _

Secretary PERRY. ] would prefer—and 1 have testified to thi
commitiee before-—that we would include in our budget prospec
tively an estimate for what that money would be so that we would
not have to come in for supplementals or at least not have to comg
in for all of the money in supplementals. But as long as the Con
ﬂess does not want to schedule that money on & prospective basis

en we only have two alternatives when the expenses are in
curred: either we simply take them out of our services’ readines
accounts, which is what has been happening, or we come in for
supplemental appropriations. I do not like that way of doing busi
ness, Senator Byrd. I do not see any alternative to it at this point]

Senator BYRD. The criteria for emergency designation, according
to the OMB, means that the supplemental funds requested are nec
essary, sudden, urgent, unforeseen, and not permanent. I would
question the applicability of these criteria as they apply to the sup
plemental request now before the Senate.

How do we avoid being constantly presented with emergency
sugplemental requests to finance foreign adventurism?

ecreta?' PERRY. I have some problems, Senator Byrd, with call
ing them foreign adventurism.

nator BYRD. My reason for that, Mr. Secretary, is these are no
activities that have been approved by the Congress. Congress he
not voted on them, It did vote on Iraq. It did vote on Somalia, fi
nally. There was not much of an inclination to do that until
pressed for a vote, but these activities initially are undertake
under the auspices of the United Nations. That is why I used th
term “adventurism”,

But aside from that, are we going to be continually presente:
with emergency supplemental requests to finance foreign milita
actions under the auspices of the United Nations?

Secretary PERRY. We only have, as I see it, Senator Byrd, two al
ternatives to that. One of them is to not participate in any of th
peace enforcement ogleration around the world, that is, simply le:
the United Nations handle them without our involvement or sup
porting the funding, and the other is to do them ourselves, the one
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which we think are important to our national interests and that
would cost even more.

The advantage of doing them with the United Nations is that the
funds and the troops and the resources are shared among many na-
tions, So, to the extent we believe these operations are in our na-
tional interest, then this is a more efficient and more economical
wasy of doing them than if we were to do them all ourselves.

enator BYRD. My time has expired, but let me offer this es-
tion. In the first place, we are being asked for $300 million, which
is a double whammy. We appropriated $1.2 billion for activities
that we have engaged in and to reimburse the Department of De-
fense for monies that have been expended. Now we come along and
the Department of Defense wants $300 million in funding to pay
U.N. assessments. We do not know what those assessments are,
These are prospective. We do not know that we would agree with
those assessments.

1 am very insistent, and will continue to be, that the Congress
maintain control over these monies. I am not in favor of offering,
carte blanche, a fund from which the United Nations can assess
the United States. I think that the Congress ought to maintain
control ovet this and exercise its judgment as to whether or not it
will pay for those assessments.

My suggestion would be that if we are going, Mr. Chairman, to
put money into a fund such as this, we appropriate it subject to fu-
ture appropriations by the Congress. We are going to put it into a
fund, but before it can be withdrawn by the United Nations for any
assessment, & request has to come back before the Congress and
let the Congress make a judgment as to whether Congress supports
that request. Now, if we can do it on that kind of basis, I might
be willing to ﬂe it my support.

But in my book, Congress has control of the purse, always has
had, always should have, and I do not think that we can put money
into a fund, let it be of a freewheeling operation or nature, and let
it be subject to the d’udgments of the U.N. because we have to be
guided by our own Constitution, not by the U.N. charter in this re-
spect, with respect to the control of the purse which lies right here
in the people’s branch.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for giving me this extra time. I hope
we will consider having a second a.}pect of control over that money
before it goes out. It 15 all right if we want to appropriate some
money and put it into a fund so we will not have to consider a suﬁ-
plemental or charge it against DOD for activities in which the U.N.
wants to participate. We may not want to join. Let us have a future
requirement of securing congressional support and authorization
for the expenditure of that money.

I offer that as a sugg]estion and I hope that if we are going to
pursue this, that we will maintain the control over it, Mr. Chair-
man, because here is where the control of the purse lLies.

Chairman NUNN. Senator Byrd, you make an excellent point and
we have chatted about this before. I am appreciative to you and the
Appropriations Committee for going along with this $1.2 supple-
mental this year because the services have already taken that out
and it has been spent and it was unanticipated. Most of it was
probably not foreseeable. But if they do not get the money this
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iear, then it comes right out of Operation and Maintenance. Dr

erry had made a big J)itch here about increasing the readiness ac-
count so that as we draw down our military forces, we maintai
a high state of readiness and that is the bottom line.

I think your suggestion about not having some sort of funds jus
dangling out there as an invitation to join any U.N. peacekeepin
or peacemaking effort without Congress speaking to it is an exce
lent point, and I will be glad to work with you and try to formula
some kind of answer to that very serious question. I think we wil
certainly need to closely consult with Secretary Perry and Genera
Shali and the administration about their views on it. As you recall
we had a fund somewhat similar to that during the Persian
war. Money was coming in from other sources, but the money wa
subject to the fina! disposition of the Congress. It may be that tha
is a8 model that we could take & look at.

In any event, we are appreciative of you moving on that and

ink it is important that we try to find an answer to this becaus
we certainly would not put $300 million out there to indicate tha
the administration could wander off into any part of the worl
without having the normal or better than the normal consultatio
process with the Congress.

Senator BYrp. And, Mr. Chairman, econsultation would not

money can be expended.

Chairman NUNN. “Consultation” is a broad word. I think it woul
have to go further than that. I agree with that. Senator Coats.

Senator CoaTs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Dr. Perry and General Shali, welcome.

I would like to pursue two items. The first is the quality of life
of our troops and their morale, which both of you have addressed
today and on previous occasions. It seemns to me the strategy her
is to constitute a leaner, meaner force, smaller in number, bu
stronger in capability, and that budget realities dictate that. This
is the essence of the new strate%y.

You clearly outline a smaller force for the future and we are talk-
ing about increasing the optempo, or at least maintaining it at an
equal level. At the same time you are talking about maintainin
our commitments abroad. General Shali, you said we must keep
sufficient forces stationed overseas where our interests dictate and
that we also have to be prepared to execute operations other than
traditional warﬁdght.ing. owever, when you look into the future,

ou cannot aveid the conclusion that our forces will be used more

equently for other types of missions and against other types o

erises.

All that translates into potentially longer deployments, shorter
turnaround times, and larger workloads. Last year when the per-
sonnel chiefs and others testified before us, they said that the effect
on morale, the effect on families already was at the straining point,
with substantially increased deployment time, particularly for the
Navy and Marines. There was more workload imposed on fewer
people for Jonger hours.

I hope that we consider that a 1.6 (refcent pay increase, or any
pay increase, is not the only way to address a morale, welfare, and
quslity of life program. I realize that both of you know that it is
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much broader than that, but it seems to me that we are running
a potential risk here with a strategy that strains those smaller
forces with a much greater workload. That is going to take more
than just a 1.6 percent pay increase to successfully address and
maintain the morale, support at home, and the quality of life that
1 think is necessary to attract the peop’le that we want, to keep the
eople that we want, and to keep them in good morale and good
gﬂ}}‘t‘ing state of mind,
at is a statement. My question goes to the Bosnia situation.
1 am confused and maybe you can help me. Maybe this is not the
appropriate time, but the news reports have indicated and have
raised questions in our minds, leading to & lot of confusion around
here today. The Associated Press reported that the Secretary Gen-
eral Boutros Boutros-Ghali has asked for NATO to give him the au-
thority to call for punitive NATO bombing runs on Serbian posi-
tions. According to the Associated Press, it says that is a request
that President Clinton has sup‘?orted. The report out of a meeting
in Houston in the Washington Post reports that speaking early yes-
terday in Houston, President Clinton said he would direct our rep-
resentatives at NATO to support the Secretary General's request.

My question is, is that what the President has sug ested, and is
that what Secretary Boutros-Ghali has requested? If so, we are
moving rapidly here toward a situation whereby we are going to be
using U.S. aircraft potentially under UN. command following the
orders of the Secretary General of the United Nations, That is the
basis for the confusion. These standards are all press reports, but
1 wonder if there is any light you could shed on them for us.

Secretary PERRY. I will make a quick comment and maybe Gen-
eral Shalikashvili would want to comment as well.

The first point is I cannot comment in detail on what the Presi-
dent gaid to the press or what the press is reporting. I would like
to set that aside a little bit and say what I do know and what I
can comment on.

A meeting of the NAC, the North Atlantic Council, is going to
occur later this week, and the Americans will be represented at
that meeting and will have a U.S. position which we hope will be
the NAC position at the end of that meeting. I cannot describe to
you at this time—it is not appropriate for me to describe at this
time—what the U.S. going-in position to that meeting will be, but
I can tell you that we have been consistent in our view that U.S.
military operations in Bosnia or any other place we are talking
about will be under U.S. command or under NATO command. The
alternatives we are looking at there, the options we are considering
there all involve being under a U.S. commander. General Shali,
would you like to elaborate on that?

General SHALIKASHVILI, Let me just assure you that back in Au-
gust, when the system was set up to respond to our request for air
strikes should it come, the gystem was set up in such a way that
the supreme allied commander, always an American officer, was in
charge, at that time me, now General Joulwan, that the orders
from him would go to Admiral Mike Boorda, a U.S. officer, and
then on to the operational units. So, although both General
Joulwan and Admiral Boorda have NATO hats as well, they are
also U.S. officers and those crews remain under U.S, command.
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Whatever the letter from the Secretary Genera! to NATO might
have been, it cannot change that fact. Those crews will be flying
under NATO and U.S. command and control.,

Senator CoATs. But there are two questions here. One is com-
mand, should an order be given. The first question, the preliminary
question, is who has the authority to issue the command, and the
second then is, who is going to command the carrying out of that
order? It seems to me that the reperts this morning and the con-
cerns here 5: to the first question and that is, have we acknowl-
edged that the Secretary General of the U.N. is going to make the
decision and agree that if he orders that decision, we will follow
that regardless of who commands.

an:ral SHALIKASHVILI. You mean a decision for the first air
strike?

Senator COATS. Yes. To use air strikes or to use force to enforce
either a movement toward a peace agreement or at least to achieve
that one objective of reducing the amount of violence that is occur-
ring in Sarajevo.

neral SHALIKASHVILL Again, because there are UNPROFOR
forces on the ground that work for the United Nations, before you
would conduct air strikes on the ground, it has to be closely coordi-
nated with them. Certainly if they have troops somewhere where
you would wish to conduct air strikes, that just cries out for that
coordination. But the air strikes themselves can be ordered only by
the chain of command that I just mentioned to you.

Senator Coats. Well, that is my understanding. It is just not re-
ported that way.

General SHALIKASHVILL. It can be ordered only by that chain of
command.

f %enat.or Coars. I think that is something that needs to be clari-
ed.

Chairman NuNN. Thank you, Senator Coats.

I agree with that. That was what I was going to raise on my sec-
ond round of questions. The newsf;aper reports would be ggod to
guote at this point because it follows right up on what Senator

oats was talking about. The Washington Post said this morning,
“As described by a senior U.S. official, Boutros-Ghali has proposed
that ‘the United Nations—which now has the authority to ask
NATO for air strikes—be authorized to activate those NATO
strikes on its own.” Quoting from this official in the Post, *What
this would mean is that we would have a political structure that
would allow the air strikes to take place quickly,’ the senior official
said. ‘This would make it more automatic that if the U.N. apgroved
it, it would occur automatically. It would be out of NAT(Q's hands.
It becomes a U.N. decision in effect.’”

Now, you are saying, from what I understand, that that is just
dead wrong,

General SHALIKASHVILI. No U.N. commander can order NATO to
do anything. It will be ordered by the NATO chain of command
that I just described. -

Chairman NUNN. But that is the situation now. What this article
is talking about is what the Secretary General of the UN. is re-
questing. He is requesting this authority.
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General SHALIKASHVILL No, sir. Again, the issue is that NATO
had established a chain of command. That is not in question.
NATO has also said that before air strikes can occur, the North At-
lantic Council has to meet again and all the nations have to agree
to it. This is what this coming North Atlantic Council meeting is
all about, to see if the nations wish to go ahead with some program
that would involve air strikes. If t.heg were to choose to do so, then
the only ones that can order the NATO aircraft to execute that is
the NATO chain of command.

What the U.N. chain of command can do, and rightfully so be-
cause they have people on the ground, is to advise us that we
should not do that because their people would be in danger because
either they are located somewhere or some other reason.

Chairman NUNN. Well, I understand the need for coordination
and I am glad you have clarified what you believe the Secreta
General's request is. That cbviously was not what this senior offi-
cial quoted here believed the request was.

For instance, here are gome questions. Would Admiral Boorda, or
in this case if it goes through the NATOQ chain of command, Gen-
eral Joulwan, have a right to select the targets? Would Admiral
Boorda or General Joulwan have & right to refuse targets set by
the United Nations? Would Admiral Boorda have to seek any fur-
ther approval in Washington at all? Would he have to come to the
Joint Chiefs or the Secretaﬂriy of Defense or to the President, or ba-
sically if this decision is affirmative on the Secretary General's re-
quest, would that authority already have been delegated out of the
hands of Washington?

General SHALIKASHVILL The target selection is a matter between
the commander, Mike Boorda, who executes the strikes in coordina-
tion with those who are on the ground to make sure that the tar-
gets selected are not such that they would unduly endanger the
people on the ground. Mike Boorda has every right to refuse any
target that he thinks is unsafe to fly or for other reasons should
not be executed. ,

As far as the decigion to execute a target list is concerned and
whether that still has to go somewhere after the NAC meeti
would really depend on what they decide at the NAC meeting, an
I just cannot speculate what that kind of arrangement would be.

Chairman NUNN. Well, this quote in the Washington Post that
says, “that would make it more automatic, that if the UN. ap-
groved it, it would occur automatically. It would be out of NATO's

Zlilld!. It becomes 8 U.N. decision in effect.” That quote is not
right.
General SHALIKASHVILL. That quote is not right. The U.N. could
ask for coordination, but the U.N. cannot order.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you. That clarifies it.

Senator Kempthorne, I believe we have a vote up there. We can
do it whatever way you want to. You could \go until you feel eom-
fortable or we can recess and come back. We are going to come
back anyway.

Senator KEMPI'HORN‘E. All right. Mr. Chairman, I would be
happy to go ahead.

cretary Perry, in your news release concemini this budget,
you reiterated the fact that President Clinton said he “draws the
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line inst further defense cuts.” In the charts that you have pre-
sented to us, I would just like all of us to be sure that we all under-
stand what is being said here, and so would you help me?

I see that this eurrent budget that we are going to be consider-
ing, 1995, is actually a-—well, it is a .9 percent reduction over the
current budget. Fiscal year 1996 would be nearly a 6 percent re-
duction. The following year, 1997, would be nearly a 4 percent re-
duction. So, when the President says that he is going to draw the
line against any further cuts of defense, he means after all of these
other cuts are in place, does he not?

Secretary PERRY. He is referring to the agreement for a line
that was made early in fiscal year 1994, early in 1993, and that
is the future years defense program that was posed to the Congress
at that time. The debates since have been—numerous geo le have
posed to cut below that top line budget. That top line budget, you
are quite right, had reductions from the previcus years embedded
in it.

" Senator KEMPTHORNE. So, there are still significant cuts in de-
ense.

Secretary PERRY. There are 2 more years of reductions in defense
spending in real terms. That is correct.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. So, those that may have been drawing a
conclusion that there be no further cuts in defense by the Presi-
dent's budget need to realize there are significant cuts in his budg-
et:

Secret,ar{{EPmRY. That is correct.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Mr. Secretary, if Congress were to reduce
this current budget proposal before us, reduce it further, do you
feel that the President should veto Congress’ action?

Secretary PERRY. That question is too hypothetical for me to try

to make a yes or no answer to. It would depend on a whole set of

circumstances. § will certainly resist and resist strongly attempts
both within Congress and the administration to make further cuts
in this budget.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. General Shali, I anreciat.e it very much,
You are right on et in {lour praise of the troops. The U.S.
troops around the world and here at home are outstanding young
men and women.

In January 1 went to Somalia and off the coast of Bosnia and to
the Persian Gulf, where I met with a number of our troops, our ma-
rines and sailors and Air Force and Army personnel. One of the
key questions that they continually asked is what about wages, and
as we talk about retaining these outstanding people, is it true that
we are falling behind in wages in comparison to their counterparts
in ;.he private sector? Is that something we ought to begin to focus
on?

General SHALIKASHVILL. Yes, I believe we are and, yes, | believe
we need to focus on it. I am most thankful for the pay raise that
Congress gave us, but that is an issue that we need to watch con-
tinually and that is why in my remarks I made reference to it, that
they are a Superbowl team but not receivinF SuJ)erbow! wages. So,
1 am heartened that there is a pay raise included in the President’s
program. We just need to see which way inflation is going and
whether that causes us to fall even further behind.
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Senator KEMPTHORNE. Because as far as retaining the best fight-
ing force in the world, there is a direct correlation, is there not, to
the wages that we are paying them? It is immediate with many of
these young people.

General SHALIKASHVILL Certainly the wages, the quality of life
we give them, I think those are readiness issues.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Dr, Perry, also 1 understand that the
President’s budget proposes eliminating the impact aid that the De-
partment of Defense pays to local school districts to educate the de-
pendents of military personnel. How much money is saved by the
proposal to eliminate impact aid, and is this ro?osal not passi
a tax increase or an unfunded mandate onto local school districts?

Secretary PERRY. Senator Kempthorne, I will have to look into
that in detail. I do not believe that is a part of the defense budget.
1 think that is a different part of the government. I believe that is
in the Education Department. :

Senator KEMPTHORNE. 1 would be interested, Dr. Perry, if you
could then provide me your assessment of that if we should be cut-
ting that impact aid to the schools.

ecretary PERRY. Yes. It is. a matter we have interest in, of
course, but it is not part of our budget.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. | appreciate that.

Dr. Perry, I understand the Department of Defense is conducting
a comprehensive review of U.S. nuclear weapons policy, our capa-
bilities, the infrastructure, et cetera. Will this review look at tech-
nologies for destroying plutonium, or will the U.S. continue to focus
its efforts on burying its waste in the West?

Secretary PERRY. This review will include consideration of how
to handle the fissionable material that was left over from weapons,
This will be concentrated on plutonium and highl enriched ura-
nium from weapon systems, It will not try to deal with the very
complex problem of residual waste from nuclear reactors.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Gentlemen, in light of the fact that I need
to vote and there is no one here to object, we will recess. [Recess.]

Chairman NUNN. The committee will come to order. Senator
Kempthorne, did you complete your round? Do you need to have a
couple more minutes? I will be glad to yield.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
What I would like to do is just ask for unanimous consent that a
letter that I had written to you and to Senator Thurmond be made
Bart of the record. As you may recall, it is a letter, based upon a

riefing | had received in Naples, that addresses this whole issue
of U.N. authority over air strikes in Bosnia. Nobody has refuted yet
what is in that letter. Also it addresses the Somalia situation.

[The letter follows:) .

1.8, SENATE,
Washington, DC, January 14, 1994,
Hon, SaM NUNN,
Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee,
Washingion, DC.

DEAR SaM: I have just returned from my visit to Europe, the Middle East and

Somalia and [ am in the process of preparing a full report to the committee. How-

ever, before I leave for Idshs ] want to pass slong some observations from my visit
as they relate to critical concerns.

r



R .. "n

iSS
66

— During my meeting with Admiral Boorda in Naples, the Admiral made it
clear that & United Nations nd commander is authorized to call for close
afr m&pnrt (which could be U.S. aircraft) and that the only aprwnl needed is
from the General of the United Nations, Boutros Ghali. My eoncern
is that Congress and the American public are not gware of this potential direct
involvement of U.8. forces and would be surprised some morning to learn that
the U8, has dropped bombs in Bosnia—not done as & U.S, initiative—but as
2 member of NATO and authorized by the Secretary General of the UN.

— During my visit to Rheiz Main Air Base near Frankfurt, ] gained a great-
er lfpnciation of the dangers involved in the Provide Promise humanitarian
relief effort to Bosnia, My concern is whether Congress and the American public
realize that in addition to the air drops, we have US. air crews landing in
Bosnis, such as the ai at jevo, delivering needed supplies, It is impor-
tant to note that o US. airplane way, in fact, struck by while on the
ground in Sarajevo. Again, had there been U.S. casualties or deaths, would Con-
m and the American le be surprised and supportive? In both of these

nees, | simply want to alert you and the other members of the Committee
so that in the event either of these acenarios occurs, questions aren’t asked the
pext day, and the term “mission cmp'gop- up again.
In kogndilhu. I learned that the State [npartment has Eleﬂed that the
latoon of 50 Fleet Anti-Terrorism Securitﬁ' Team (FAST) Marines in
ogadishu remain to provide security for US. Embassy personne! after March
81. P'm concerned that the American people have been asgured that all US,
military forces will be withdrawn from Somalis by March 31. Are all U.S, mili-
tary personal going to be out of Somalia by March 31, or are we in fact going
to be Jeaving a platoon of US. Marines? If that's the case, shouldn't that be
made public as soon as the decision is made so that neither Con%!u nor the
American public is surprised should there be further casualties of U.S. military
personnel in Somalia after March 31. I believe the American pecple today,
would feel misled unless they are informed differently.

Mr. Chairman, I lock forward to ﬁdti:f the entire Armed Services Committee

with a full report of my travels but [ wanted to pass along these observations before

I return to Igho. I look forward to discussing my trip with the other members of

the committee and thank you for authorizing this official travel.
Bincerely, :
DiRK KEMPTHORNE,
U.S. Senator.
cc: Btrom Thurmond.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. If I could Lust finish on that, Mr. Chair-
man, with one question of General Shali,

CJlmirmdan NUNN. Go ahead and finish. I know you were rushed
at the end.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Thank you very much for the courtesy.

General, we know that there is a request from the State Depart-
ment for Marines to provide protection for a potential envoy that
would remain in Somalia. There is a concern that 50 marines ma
not be sufficient. We know that we do not want to have an insuffi-
cient force. That gets us into trouble. It then begs the question do
we need to leave more than 50, and what is the magic number be-
fore we finally reach a force that is contradictory to the whole con-
cept that the U.S. is leaving Somalia? Does it then go back to the
question of do we need to leave an envoy? :

It seems to me the crux of it is, again a lesson learned, is to
know when & mission is complete and how to exit. Are we having
trouble with &n exit?

General SHALIXKASHVILI. We do not have ar&r trouble with an exit
of our troops from there. The specific issue that you address is an
issue about which there is some misconception, and one of them is
whether we are to leave 50 or any number of military personnel,
whether they be marines or some others, to provide the security for
the liaison mission there.

r
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I have requested that General Hoar in his command in coordina-
tion with the liaison personnel in Mogadishu come back to me with
a recommendation, how it is that we are to provide security, de-
gending on what it is that that liaison mission is supposed to be

oing because it varies very much as to what the activities are that
we expect of that mission to be conducted. So, that is somethin
that has to be done between the State folks and our folks, and unti
I get that answer back, right now what we have are just some
numbers being floated around. I would be surprised if anyone could
come up with a specific number without a detailed analysis of what
it is we want to accomplish and the security situation we expect
and how best to provide that. It could be that some of it or part
of it can be '&rovided "‘h’°‘5§ a contract or some other way.

Senator REMPTHORNE. General, thank you very much, and Mr.
S}el:creta]ry, may I just say what a pleasure it is to address you with
that title.

Secretary PERRY. Thank you very much, Senator Kempthorne.

S Q}t:}?innan NUNN. Thank you, Senator Kempthorne. Senator
mith.

Senator SMITH, Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, let me give you my formal congratulations on your
new posijtion. I also would like to thank you for the comments that
ou made to me, a commitment really, regardingeﬂxe comparabili
actors issue where you indicated you would willing to wor.
with me to look inte that. As you know, that is a very important
matter for all of the facilities, the public/private debate as to who
should do the repair. We have had some problems there and I

wanted you to know that I appreciate that,

I also would like to commend you for the fine job that you did
over the weekend in Germany. You had to be sworn in and to
participate in a 2-day conference on NATO and lose an engine in
an aircraft all in one weekend and then hitchhike and get a ride.
That is all pretty significant. I do not know if you will have an
more weekends quite that exciting, but you handied it all very well.

Secretary PERRY. Thank you, Senator Smith.

Senator SMITH. A couple of areas that I would like to go into.
One on the issue of the Bottom-Up Review and I think you men-
tioned the gossibility of the $20 billion short in funding. That obvi-
ously would be a very serious matter for the defense budget if that
were to happen. I guess the question I have on this is if it is short,
whether it is $20 billion or whatever the number is, are you pre-
pared to make the request to the President for additional funding
to make that up?

Secretary PERRY. Yes, [ am, Senator Smith.

Senator . Thank you.

General Shali, I did not mean to ignore you. I wanted to welcome
you as well, It is good to see you.

General SHALIKASBVILL. Thank you, Senator.

Senator SMITH. Another area—and perhags, General, you might
wish to respond to this as well—is that the budget realig' touted as
increasing funding for O&M by about 52 percent, but the majority
of this money, as I understand it, is dedicated for paying for the
mandated pay raise, settling some bills under defense business op-
erations fund. Is this 5 percent figure accurate? It seems a bit mis-
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leading to me, especially when you consider the $20 billion loomin
shortfall. Let me ask it this way. Does this budget protect critical
operations and maintenance programs and readiness? Either one.

cretary PERRY. I will start off and maybe General
Shalikashvili would want to add to that.

First of all, the § plus percent that I f({ua'red there was the nomi-
nal dollars, and when you correct for inflation, we are talking more
about a 2 percent real growth. It is & modest growth in the account.
But as I pointed out in my briefing, it is &n intrease st a time
when the force structure is decreasing, so on a per ship or per per-
sonnel basis, it is a pretty substantial increase.

Second, we have within that O&M budget been rather selective
about where the increases g So, in some areas which were the
biggest problems to us like the depot maintenance, the increase is
vegesubst,antial indeed.

neral SHALIKASHVILL. Senator, if I just may add something.
Other things that need to be kept in mind, as Secretary Perry es-
tablished priorities for the services, he very clearly established
readiness as the number one priority with clear guidance to the
services that if they could not meet their readiness requirements,
they were then free to violate other priorities that he might have
set for them, but the readiness basket had to be filled. So, I think
with that in there, I think the services have all the leeway that
they need to ensure that they have readiness covered truly as a
first priority, not only as words.

Senator SMITH. Moving to another area, in the presentation that
you made, Mr. Secretary, you talked about the essential mod-
ernization pro , sustaining it, and one of the elements that you
call the key element -of preserving the industrial base—you said
that yo: would preserve key elements of the industrial base.

One of those areas which concerns me very much is the whole
concept of missile defense. 1 understand and I support your deci-
sion to develop theater defenses. I think you addressed that very
well in your budget, but it does underfund national missile defense.
The rationale is that theater missiles pose an immediate threat to
overseas troops and that long range missiles do not, in fact, threat-
en us right now and may not until after the turn of the century.
But dggending on where you look, some of the CIA estimates that
some 25 nations at least will have ballistic missile capability by the
turn of the century and how much ecapability they have may be
subject to conjecture.

But my concern is that your budget eliminates any near term de-
ployment option. If you look at the amount of money for both thea-
ter and national, it is in the vicinity of $3.3 billion, $3.4 billion, as
I recall. That is less than two Seawolf submarines. When I start
looking at the significance of the industrial base for preserving mis-
sile defense and the significance of two—it is controversial, and I
know you support them, and I am not trying to put you on the spot
on the submarine. But I really have a difficult time justif{ing how
one could advocate & couple of submarines at about $2 billion and
a half a ticket and at the same time not fund or basically leave
until the next century the national missile defense,

Before Kou respond—and 1 would like, if you could, both of you
to respond—I want to just point out one thing for the record here
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that really is disturbing. I have not verified it. My time is ug here
so I just want to make this point quickly. I have nat verified this,
but it was in FBIS, Foreign Broadcast Information System. It was
a report a]leiedly from a Japanese reporter from alleged Russian
documents which says flat out that North Korea has, number one
nuclear weapons end, number two, is developing what they would
call the Nodong 2 which could have a range of 6,000 kilometers
which obviously begins to focus now on the west coast of the United
States. Considering what is going on in North Korea—and I do not
know if this is accurate, but I would certainly urge you to look into
that if I\}ou are not familiar with it. I am going to try to look into
it myself.

But when that kind of information is out there and to not be fo-
cused on national missile defense when there are items in the
budget like two submarines, I just do not for the life of me under-
stand that rationale. You have heard the debate on the submarines
before, but I would appretiate it if you could respond on that point.

Secretary PERRY. Without making an invidious comparison be-
tween the submarines and the national missile defense, let me say
that I associate with your concern on the national missile defense
and that I point ocut &at when we put in a 5-year budget, we are
trying to ?ess what the world is going to be like 3, 4, 5 years from
now, which is a very difficult task. It 1s entirely possii)le that with-
in @ year or two we will have intelligence information which leads
us to believe that we should accelerate our efforts in national mis-
sile defense, including making a move toward a production and de-
ployment of a system. I can assure you if that happens and if that
is our assessment that that threat has become real and in the me-
dium term, not in the distant term, then I am prepared to come
back and change that budget request and request more funds in
that area.

Senator SMITH. Do you support it now, national missile defense?

Secretary PERRY. I believe now the appropriate way of dealing
with the threat as we now understand it is to not only maintain
the technology program, but as we build and deploy the theater
missile defense, do it in such a way that what we are doing there
can be built on for national missile defense. There are many com-
monalities in the technical subsystems that would be used in both.
So, that could give us a running start to a national missile defense
gystem if 2 years from now we decided it was important to move
forward with one.

Senator SMITH. Well, of course, this is a policy matter which 1
am sure we will be debating in the next few months. I try to link
it to the budget here using the Seawolf as an example. It is prob-
ably somewhat unfair, but there are other items in there as well,
but those two because of the significance of the dollars.

What I am concerned about is that it may be too late to _catch
up with the threat if stories like this are accurate and I do not
know if they are, but we know that certainlir the North Koreans
are working hard at it. If they have a 6,000 kilometer range missile
with a nuclear warhead, we do not have time to wait until 2004
or 2005 to belgbi:n. We have no defense %Eainst that missile.

Secretary PERRY. Yes, I agree with that, Senator Smith. To mod-
erate that a bit, though, I would say that, first of all, if we really
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believe and have persuasive evidence that there is an ICBM in
North Korea or there will be an ICBM in a certain number of
Years, we will move much more quickly to a national missile de-
fense system than has been sug%ested by that date. We have an
underlying technology base that allows us to move quickly if we be-
lieve it is important to do that. This is not completely comparable,
but we went from scratch on the F-117 aircraft to a first oper-
ational deployment in less than 5 years. So, we know how to do
things quickly when we believe it is important to do that.

Second, though, I would sa*vthat I believe that while there is
some uncertainty, as Director Woolsey has described to you, about
whether they have zero, one, or two nuclear bombs right today, I
think we have a vegrugood intelligence on the status of their mis-
sile program, and I think we have data which allow us to get early
warning, ear‘y lead time on when they will have an ICBM. I do not
believe there is any real probability of a technical surprise in that
area. I do not make the same statement about the nuclear wea
ons, but in the long range ballistic missiles, I do believe our tech-
nical coverage of what is going on is very good. ,

Senator SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Sec-
retary.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Smith.

Senator Levin, I believe you have not had your first round.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. I welcome you both.

First a question on Korea. We have read a great deal about the
increased threatening military behavior on the part of North
Korea. ] am wondering if you can tell us whet.hertgou follow a large
number of indicators—General, let me ask you this question—and
if 80, whether or not those indicators of their increased military ac.
tivity do show an increased level of threat, and if so, to what ex-
tent.

General SHALIKASHVILI. Without going into specifics in this open
hearinf, Senator Levin, we do watch very carefully. What oiou see
is kind of an up and down. Overall it has only been a modest in-
crease.

Senator LEVIN. Now, we apparently are considering & number of
steps relative to our forces in Korea, including the sending of Pa-
triot missiles and possibly reconfiguring our forces and maybe
there are some other steps that we are considering. Can you tell
us what steps the South Koreans are taking relative to the in-
creased threat?

General SHALIKASHVILI. Again, I do not want to go into too much
detail in this hearing other than to tell you that Genera! Luck
assures me that they are taking all those steps necessary to ensure
that their forces remain trained and ready and that they are pur-
suing the Jong range modernization initiatives in their program
and that General Luck is staying very actively involved in that
process to ensure that they mature to a capability that is necessary
to protect the Republic of Korea.

nator LEVIN. Without asking you whether or not there is an
increased state of readiness on the part of South Korean forces, are
we informed about that issue? Do they tell us whether or not there
is an increased state of readiness?

General SHALIKASHVILIL Absolutely.
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Senator LEVIN. And do they tell us whether or not there are
redeployments going on of their forces?

General SHALTKASHVILL Again, it would not occur without coordi-
hation with us. It has not in the past and I do not think it would
0CCUT NOW. .

Senator LEVIN. If they were activating their reserves, we would
be informed? :

General SHALIKASHVILL I believe that to be true.

Senator LEVIN. If they were moving their armor, we would know?

General SHALIKASHVILL Again, I believe that to be true.

Senator LEVIN. Can you in a classified setting or manner let us
know what they are doing, if anything, relative to the increased
threat, not here in open session, but either——

General SHALIKASHVILL If I may provide it to you—

Senator LEVIN. In a classified manner, either orally or writing
the committee or however the Chairman might think it is appro-
priate.

General SHALTKASHVILL I would be delighted.

[The information follows:]

[Deleted.]

Senator LEVIN. | would be interested. Mr. Chairman, the ques-
tion is what are the South Koreans doing relative to the increased
threat. I know what we are considering doing and what I am re-
questing is that somehow or other the General let us know what
that is in a classified setting.

Chairman NUNN. That is an excellent question. Did you define
what increased threat meant in your terminology?

Senator LEVIN. No, because there are many indicators which
they are looking at, and he did not go into the indicators, but there
are many-—

Chairman NUNN. I did not know whether the General had said
there was an increased threat, and if so, maybe we could clarify.
A bench mark increase from when?

General SHALIKASHVILI. Again, because much of that data is clas-
sified, 1 would rather in this setting only say, Mr. Chairman, that
we are watching the indicators very carefully. It is by and large a
sort of up and down situation and the increases have been only
moderate.

Chairman NUNN. Have the increases been very recent, or have
they been over a long period of time?

General SHALIKASRVILL. They have not been very recent. There
is nothing particular very recently that is out of the norm that they
have maintained over the last few months,

Senator LEVIN. I thought we were considering sending Patriot
missiles there because of an increased threat, for instance. Are we
not considering sending—I mean, that is what the press reports.

General SHALIKASHVILI, We are considering sending Patriots to
General Luck. He has reguested them because he needs that defen-
sive system to ensure that he has the protection for the airfields
that would be used in the sending of reinforcements to Korea.

Senator LEVIN. Is that in response to some perception of an in-
creased threat?
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General SHALIKASHVILL No. He has always had this requirement
and he would rather not wait until tensions build up before tl\‘vlr:u
send those, but send them over there now so they are there so they
do not eat i)adly needed strategic lift at the time the tensions might
arise.

Senator LEVIN. My request then would still stand as to what, if
anything, the South Koreans are doing at the moment in response
to any perception of theirs of an increased threat.

General SHALIKASHVILL Yes, sir. I will do that.

Senator LEVIN. Dr. Perry, [ would ask you to do this on a budget
issue. Can you get us for the record, unless you would know it
which I thirk mght be very difficult off the top of your mind, the
ratio of our combat to our support forces, our tooth to tail ratio, in
this budget as it would compare to other budgets? Say, go back a
couple years and let us know. Is the ratio basica]lg the same in
1995 as it has been in 1994 and 1993? If you could analyze that
for the record, it would be helpful.

Secretary PERRY, I will be happy to do that. You appreciate, Sen-
ator Levin, that there are many ways of defining that. We will try
to include not only the numbers, but our definition of what we
mean by tooth to tail.

Senator LEVIN. That would be great, and if you would just use
gp;;_les and apples in the 3 or 4 years that you go back, that would

e fine. .

Secretary PERRY. Yes.

The information follows:]

The foliowing table presents one view of the “tooth to tail” ratic for the Depart-
ment. AS you can see, the ratio varies little from year to year. This ratio was cal-
culated using Defense Mission Categories (DMC), which aggregate defense rescurces
found in the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) into mission and support cat-
egories. The "tooth” is best measured by those resources devoted .to the Major

orces, while the “tail” can be measured by the sum of the Defense.wide missions
and Defense-wide support categories.

DOD *Footh-to-Tail* Factors in the Fiscal Year 1935 President's Budget

fucai s
1m 2, ] 19 1996 197 1 19
Total DOD TOA (Dokars in bitbons) ... $270 252 $253 $2M Sl $7 254
Parcent “Yooth™ 53 52 51 51 51 53 53
Percent “tail” a it [L] 3] L}] 47 47
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Tooth-to-Tail Ratic | BE] 108 1.06 103 106 1 111

Senator LEVIN. On the one question relative to a comprehensive
test ban, Mr. Secretary, I think I have asked this guestion of you
and my time is up. I think I g;e]viously asked you whether you sup-
port a comprehensive test as one way to address the non-
proliferation issue.

Secretary PERRY. Yes, you have asked me that.

Senator LEVIN. And I believe you said that you do support that.

Secretary PERRY. Yes.

Senator . Thank you. M{;:ime is up.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Levin.

I believe, Senator Thurmond, it is your turn on the second round.
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Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, I just have four very brief
questions I think can be answered very quickly.

Secretary Perry, the Department of Energy’s fiscal year 1995
budget request for nuclear weapons activities is 9 percent less than
fiscal year 1994. Additionally, the Department is proposinin sig-
nificant reorganization that I understand would severely limit if
not eliminate its capability to produce nuclear weapons, Have you
had a chance to study that and see how that will affect the Defense
Department?

Secretary PERRY. I have not had a chance to study it in detail.
We have had preliminary discussions with the Department of En-
ergy which indicated they were moving in that direction. That is
a matter of concern to us and we will have more detailed discus-
gions with them now that they have glut this budget in.

Senator THURMOND. I am glad to hear you say it is a matter of
concern because that concerns a lot of us, and we will appreciate
all that you can do to rectify that as much as you can.

Dr. Perry, the Army’s Training and Doctrine Command is pre-
paring a report which prepares the question whether the Army is
able to deploy and sustain combat forces in an extended crisis. The
Navy has stadied the same issue and reached similar conclusions.
For the first time in 10 years, less than 90 percent of Marine Corps
equipment is ready to tio to war. :

How dv {ou justify the administration’s claim that readiness an
sustainability is the number one priority of its defense planning
guidance? Could you do something along that line to correct that
situation?

Secretary PERRY. We believe that the shift of funds from other
elements of the budget to the O&M account is directed to solving
problems of that nature, but it will not solve them overnight.

Senator THURMOND. General Shali, the proposed force structure
in the Bottom-Up Review for the Army indicates that the number
of Active and Reserve component divisions will be reduced to 10
Active and 5 Reserve divisions. This is a reduction of 13 divisions
from the 28 divisions that were in the Army force structure in
1990. Do you believe the Army force structure is adequate? Do you
believe the Army can fight and win two major regional contin-
gencies with this force structure?

Genera] SHALIKASHVILL Senator Thurmond, I stated earlier that
I believe it is, but providing that we not only keep the readiness
higher than we have in the past because when the force structure
is so tight I think was my word, then you need to make sure that
every unit can give you 100 percent, and second, that you in fact
g ead with the improvements, the qualitative img:ovements, to

e forces that are contemplated and suggested in the Bottom-Up
Review, that these divisions are full divisions, that they have three
active brigades, that the precision munitions are bought, that the
strategic [ift is there to get them there in time because, as you so
well know, if you can get a division there sooner, it makes up for
bringing in more divisions later on. So, I think as long as you ac-
c:gt there are two big “ifs” with it—one is the readiness and the
3 g one is the enhancement to the force—then I believe you can

o that.

Py
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Senator THURMOND. General Shali, we are asking a lot of our sol-
diers these days. We are asking them to be peacekeegers, ace-
makers, humanitarians, and combat soldiers ready to fight. At the
same time, pn{y freezes and retirement COLAs have been threat-
ened and the forces have been drawn down at a rapid rate. They
have seen their friends and leaders forced out of the service prior
to completing their careers. The troops and their families are con-
fused and uncertain.

What can you do to assure them that we care about them and
their welfare?

General SHALIKASHVILI. Well, I' think there are some tangible
things that we can and must do, and one of them is to ensure that
the quality of life is fully supported and funded. It is to ensure that
they have the best possible training so whether you are an infan-
tryman or an artillery man, you know in your heart that you are
the best trained man and that we care about that and that we care
about their families.

Second, however, you must bring the turbulence that we have
had these last few years to an end. As Secretary Perry pointed out
on one of his slides, fortunately, we are beginning to come to the
end of this turbulent period because, as you can well appreciate,
when you are down there in a unit and you do not know from day
to day whether your unit is staying, going, what gour personal fu-
ture will be, it impacts on you, it imFacts on your family. .

So, it is resourcing the quality of life, resourcing their trainin
:}?d reducing the turbulence as soon as we can. We need to do a

ree.

Secretary PERRY. Senator Thurmond, could 1 add one additional
point to General Shali's that he might have been too modest to
mention? .

Senator THURMOND., Yes.

Secretary PERRY. The effectiveness of our troops also depends to
a very great extent on the leadership they have, and it is my opin-
ion that we have the finest leadership in the Army, the Navy, the
Marines, and the Air Force today than we have ever had in our his-
tory. That is one of the things that has sustained the morale of our
forces mmms very turbulent: period.

Senator OND. I want to thank you, gentlemen, for your
presence and for your testimony.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Thurmond.

Let me follow up, General Shali, on just one question Senator
Thurmond asked, and your answer 1s what interested me. You said
that all units had to be 100 percent ready. That is what I under-
stood you to say. I do not think we have ever had that golicy. nor
do I think there is enough money to ever be able to achieve that
policy even with a smaller force.

It seems to me that you have to calibrate in airlift and sealift,
and if a unit cannot possibly under any scenario be utilized for a
period of 90 days, some of them 110 days, some of them 150 days,
and that is plenty of time to get from 95 percent ready to 99 per-
cent ready, then do we really want to burn money? I hear all this
readiness business and I am for being ready too, but I do not want
to burn money. I do not want every unit out there to think they
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have to be 100 percent ready every single dfgl when we know we
cannot possibly get them to the theater, an eater, unless we go
to war with Canada, in a period of time that would require that.
So, I do not think we ought to get so carried awaﬁr with readiness
that we basically start sFending money in a way that is not useful.
So, 1 would hoj d I had asked Secretary Perry the other day
to take a look at this, at whether you really are going to that kind
of standard of readiness.

General SHALIKASHVILI. No. We are not going to that kind of
standard of readiness. Units’ readiness standards are adjusted de-
per&ding upon their deployability criteria and when they will flow
and so on.

Chairman NUNN, The key is whether they can be 100 percent
ready by the time they go to battle. Right?

General SHALIKASHVILL That is right, and that on a day-to-day
basis there is sufficient readiness so it does not impact their train-
ing because through low readiness, for instance, if you do not have
the personnel fill, if your equipment is not maintained properly on
a da{-to-day basis, you can affect their ability to train. So, there
is a high level of readiness that you need to maintain day to day,
and then at the time that they are going, they must be at 100 per-
cent readiness.

Chairman NUNN. I think that is important for the units to un-
derstand and I think each unit has to have individual kind of goals
about what their readiness goal is becduse you can demoralize a
unit that believes it is supposed to be 100 percent ready when real-
ly the people in Washington do not think it needs to be but 90 per-
cent readir and they know they are not 100 percent ready. You can
get morale going down because people think t.he]y are not ready
even though they themselves may not be early deploying units.

General SHALIKASHVILL But the difference, Senator Nunn, is
that a tank crew, regardless of whether they are in a lower cat-
egory unit or higher category unit, has to be able to hit the target
and t.hegehave to be able to feel good about themselves that they
are the best tank gunners there are.

Chairman NUNN. Correct. I think we are in agreement, but I
hope we could get some refinement perhaps later about that be-
cause airlift and sealift is all important in this equation.

Let me ask a couple of questions on North Korea. On January
5, 1994, Under Secretary of State Lynn Davis announced, “The
North Koreans have now sE:ttgreed to accept the required inspections
to ensure continuity of safeguard at their seven declared nuclear
sites.” That is the quote.

It appeared in this article, I believe it is a Jeffrey Smith article
Washington Post, February 7. I am reading from the Early Bir
here. Quoting from that article, “As spelled out by then assistant
Secretary of State Robert Galucei, the conditions included a p]ed.ge
by North Korea to maintain the ‘continuity of IAEA safeguards,” a

rase of Washington's invention that immediately discomforted

officials because it fell short of affirming North Korea's con-
tinuing' compliance with the requirements of the nonproliferation
treaty.

If you all are not comfortable with this question now, I will just
give the question for the record. But what I really want to know




- - - - . A

155

76

is, is there a difference between what we are seeking from North
Korea—and this article indicates there is—and what the IAEA be-
lieves is necessary for North Korea to be in full compliance with
its obligations under NPT? :

General SHALIKASHVILL. If I may, it has always been our position
that it is to be decided between Kfonh Korea and the what
inspections are necessary for the IAEA to assure full compliance.
The article in that sense is not factually correct.

Chairman NUNN, It goes on to say, “The Clinton administration’s
idea was that ‘continuing safeguards’ meant that the IAEA would
conduct inspections thorough enough to verify no more plutonium
was being produced, but would set aside its demand for access to
the two suspect waste sites.” That is not my understanding. That
is not what I have heard from the administration. Is that your un-
derstanding? .

General SHALIKASHVILL That article is not factually correct, Sen-
ator, but I do not want to go much beyond that because discussions
are still ongoing,

Chairman NUNN. Well, perhaps you could just tell us in your
own words what our goal is vis-a-vis North Korea in terms of their
overall obligations in the nuclear field. What is it we are seeking?

General gHALIKASHVILI. We are seeking for North Korea to get
into full compliance with the 1AEA requirements for full nuclear
safeguards, that is, for the country to comply with the NPT and not
to have a nuclear weapons program.

Chairman NUNN. I think somebody needs to make a statement
on this and clarify it from State, DOD, whoever is appropriate, or
the White House because these articles keep being written. These
are good journalists and I know Jeffrey Smith is a very careful
journalist. Somebody is telling them there is & distinetion between
what we are seeking and what IAEA is seeking. I have seen it over
and over and over again. It is sowing a lot of confusion out there,
and [ do not think we need any confusion on this subject now.

Secretary PERRY. Senator Nunn, I might add to that that not
only is what General Shalikashvili said correct, but we are seeking
more than the IAFA in one respect. We are also seeking an agree-
ment between North and South Korea for & non-nuclear peninsula,
l::nc] that is an objective considerably beyond the objective the IAEA

as.

Chairman NUNN. That also includes, as I understand it, & com-
mitment by North Korea not to—we are seeking a commitment.
They have signed up to it and that is not to reprocess any pluto-
nium, period, whereas the NPT obligation, as I understand it, is
not to process plutonium for weapons purposes.

Secretary PERRY. Yes. So, that article, it seems to me, gives ex-
actly the wrong twist to it. We are seeking more than the IAEA,
not less.

Chairman NUNN. I would suggest on something this important—
I am not suggesting you correct every article around, but somebody
needs to clanify this. You have a respected journalist in a leading
newspaper, and I know Jeffrey Smith is & careful journalist. We do
not have room for ambiguity in this North Korean situation, not in
terms of our goals. We particularly do not have room to drive a
wedge between the U.S. position and the position of the IAEA in
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: my view, but it quotes IAEA officials in there as saying there is
a difference. The article goes on. I will give you a copy of it and
-~ 1 would ask, after reading it, would you give us an answer for the
b record either from Defense or from State?

.. Secretary PERRY. Yes, we will do that.

[The information follows:]

NorTH Kom‘é Osucaﬁons UNDER THE NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

Our objectives in resolving the North Korea nuclear issue are two fold: returning
to a non-nuclear Korean Peninsula, and building & strong nenproliferation :ﬁime.
We must ensure that North Korea does not possess nuclear weapons and will not
build them in the future. That means North Korea must & to:

— Full membership in the Nonproliferation Treaty %

P — Full coo;ﬁamtion with the International Atommic Energy Agency (IAEA) in im-

plementing full-scope safeguards, including special inspections and other measures

 to resolve discrepancies in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea's (DPRK} dec-
N laration of ite rust nuclear activities; and

— Full implementation of the North-South Denuclearization Declaration, which

f bans reprocessing and enrichment facilities and provides for & bilateral inspection

regime.
. ﬁl cooperation with the JAEA is a central goal of US. policy. Only the IAEA

t: can determine what inspection procedures are necessary to implement and maintein
P full-scope safeguards, and only the [AEA ia competent to render judgments about

- a members state's compliance with jts safeguards obligations.

- Our goals do go beyond what is requi: the A in that the US. seeks full
>- implementation of the North-South Declaration. Under the NPT and the IAEA safe-
&ll:ﬂrds ment, the North Koreans could produce plutonium under safeguards.

- ile safeguards would provide assurance that the North Koreans are not diverti:

. plutonium to make weapons, the DPRK could withdraw from the NPT and use suc]
3 ?ecﬂities or plutonium stocks to build them anyway. To guard against this possibil-
s ity, North and South Korea signed the Denuclearization laration, which bans re-
f+ process and enrichment facilities altogether. The United States believes that full im-
- plementation of this pledge is an essential element in a resolution of the North Ko-

& Tean nuclear issue.

" Chairman NUNN. The final question. Dr. Perry, 1 was going to
t give you another shot at this. We talked about it last week, but we
by are ioing to be discussing the constitutional amendment to balance
_ udget when we return in February. I would like to get you
b and General Shalikashvili to address the effect of that kind of
g amendment, as you view it, on the defense budget and our overall
K security situation.
s Secretary PERRY. We will be happy to testify on this subject in
j detail. I wall just make a few preliminary comments right now,
f: We are for, as I suppose most American citizens are for, a bal-
i anced budget. The question in front of us though is whether the
> particular amendment that is being proposed is a reasonable way
B of achieving that objective. I fear the answer to that is no. If you
b look at the time period to achieve that objective and you try to
: im:(aig_ine what the methods of achieving it would be, you can con-
& clude that it would have a devastating effect on the ainlity to main-
j tain an adequate defense structure.
1 will just give you one simple example. While Defense’s budget
is, what, 17 percent or so of the Federa budietr-—l do not have the
number exactly in my head, but something like 17 percent—17 is
N correct—it amounts to something like half of the discretion
funding in the budget. Therefore, if we are cutting hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars out of the budget and half of that is foing to come
from Defense between now and the end of the decade, that would
absolutely devastate the program that we have presented to you
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today. This program was determined, as you know, from the bot-
tom up based on what we believe military needs were.

Chairman NUNN, Do gou concur in that, General Shali, or have
you looked at this issue? I do not want to push you into answering
somethin§ §ou would rather not get into, ]

Genera) SHALIKASHVILL No. Clearly it is an issue that is very po-
liﬁt;%ullr charged, and I guess wearing this uniform, I need to be
car

But I fully align myself with Secretary Perry on_ this issue be-
cause of the devastating effect that I believe it would have on our
ability to maintain any kind of a defense posture,

Chairman NUNN. Dr. Perry, your answer indicates—maybe I am
reading into this something that is not there, but as I view it, it
indicates your assumption that most of the savings, if this amend.
ment J:aued, would come out of the discretionary part of the budg-
et and that entitlements would not be addressed. Is that your as-
sumption? . .

Secretary PERRY. That is my exdpect,atxon and if that expectation,
in fact, were achieved, then I said it would have a devastating im-
pact on the defense budget.

Chairman NUNN. Let us see. Who has not been recognized here?
I believe Senator Graham hasn't.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I
woltix]d like to ask a couple of questions in the area of acquisition
policy.

Mr, Perry, in answer to the advance questions submitted by the
committee, you addressed the issue of mequisition system reform
and the strategic plan which is currently being worked on by the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technolegy. I
would like to ask some questions about that strategic plan.

First, what is the time frame for completion of the plan?

Secretary PERRY, There are two different components to the plan,
Senator Graham. One component deals with the reforms we can
make within our own authority without having legislative changes.
That program is already well underway and I would expect to see
significant chan‘ﬁes by mid-year this year and I would expect to
start realizing the benefits from that, including financial benefits,
&r the end of this calendar year and going on into next year, So

ere may be some modest benefits, very modest benefits, effe
in fiscal year 1995, more likely fiscal year 1996. We are not assum-
ing financial returns from this program in fisca! year 1995 yet, but
we expect substantial financial benefits in the out-years, fiscal year
1997, 1998, and 1999,

Now, the other part of the reforms requires legislative changes,
and as you know, this committee is cosponsoring legislative
changes in that area. I strongly support the activities of this com-
mittee and the Governmental Affairs Committee, and I am very
pleased that these two committees have come together on this pro-

am. | ltrongiy support their actions in that regard. I believe that,

rst of all, the legislative changes they are introducing are well
enough crafted that there is a good probability that the Congress
will approve them hopefully this spring and that, second, we will
be able to take that legislation and put together new regulations
and new processes and make even more benefits.
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I testified earlier that I thought the savings from these two dif-
ferent reform methods were about half and half between legislative
changes and just process changes we can make on our own, but we
do count very strongly on that legislation going through.

Senator GRAHAM. 5o, in terms of those things that are under the
Department’s control, you think that we will begin to see some ben-
efits possibly as early as the summer of 1994.

Secretary PERRY. We will see changes in the summer of 1994
which will start to reflect some financial benefits the end of this
year and the beginning of the next year.

Senator GRAHAM. Then the second track will depend on how ex-
peditiously we are able to enact the reform legislation.

Secretary PERRY. Yes. If you can f1')_ufa into law this reform legisla-
tion this spring, then the cian es from the legislation will be run-
ning about 6 months behind the changes that we are introducing
on our own.

Senator GRAHAM. The second question. You mentioned in your
submitted answers that the most signiﬁcant recommendation of the
advisory panel on streamlining and codifying the defense acquisi-
tion laws are “its recommendations on establishing an integrated
Title 10 chapter on the acquisition of commercial items, creation of
a simplified acquisition threshold of $100,000 and an overall sim-
plification, consolidation, and streamlining of over 300 acquisition -
relating statutes.”

Could you specifically elaborate on the issue of acquisition of
commercial items and what are some examples of commercial items
that you think might be fairly immediate priorities for incorpora-
tion into military purchases when the regulations or laws are
changed?

Secretary PERRY. Yes. There are thousands of commercial mun-
dane items, food items, clothing items, The example that people
like to quote is the chocolate chip cookies, items like that where we
just go out and buy them on the commercial market. The reason
that we can buy them more cheaply that way, instead of specifying
a unique Defense Department approach to them, is that we can use
the advantages of the cost savings that come from larger produc-
tion runs and also because we do not require the paperwork that
goes with them, which is very costly.

. Now, I have gone from a simpleminded example. A more serious

one is the semiconductors, the integrated circuits, that we use in
nearly all of our military equipment today, We buy billions of dol-
lars worth of inte at,erg circuits every year. We have looked at
y many examples of the relative cost of military specification circuits
and commercial ¢ircuits that perform the same function, and the
difference in cost is not 10 or 20 percent. It is factors of 5 or factors
of 10 higher. So, we see the potential of making substantial savings
there as well. :

We are getting the same integrated circuit for our systems com-
mercially or through the militmg specification. The Xiﬂ‘erence in
the cost comes because we are buying lots of paper and process
along with it. I believe that the commercial industry has reached
standards of ?uality and standards of reliability today that we do
not require all that extra cost and extra paperwork to get the reli-
ability and quality we need.
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The savings then come in two different respects. First of all,
some of the products we buy will be cheaper going commercial in-
stead of s.oing military specification. Second, because we do not
have all of the g:]ierwork to be filled out, not enly will the cost to
the contractor ess, which cost savings should be passed on to
us, but we can reduce the number of government inspectors and
gvemment auditors required to oversee all of that paperwork. Se,

ere is a double savings that come from that. )

Some of those savings, by the way, are already incorporated in
the budset which we put in to you because as I showed you in an
enrlier draft, there is a drawdown in defense civilian personnel,
and some of that drawdown is going to come by taking povernment
people out of the ncqiacll;sition system.

Senator G , Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Graham. Senator Robb.

Senator RoBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just a couple of brief
questions, if I may.

I understand the number this year for the procurement, to follow
up on some of the areas that Senator Graham was pursuing, par-
ticularly with respect to Trident missiles has gone down and it had
been pretty successfully maintained by the Navy in the past. I was
wondering if this is budget driven or if this has anything to do with
the Bottom-Up Review or some other mission initiated change in
terms of the request. :

Secretary PERRY. Senator Robb, you caught me by surprise by
that. I am not familiar with decrement that you are referring to,
but I will be happy to look into that and supply you an answer on
the record.

[The information follows:]

TRIDENT D5 PROCUREMENT LEVELS

The Navy reduced the fisca! year 1895 buy of Trident I missiles by six, from 24
to 18, for affordability reasons. This reduction will not impact the timely outfitting
of Trident mabmarines,

Senator RoBB. All right.

Let me just ask another question then about the Bottom-Up Re-
view. That has been a fairly important part of the process that you
and your immediate predecessor engaged in during the past year.
How will that be maintained or updated? How much of an impact
will the Bottom-Up Review have in terms of decisions that are
made this year and in the out-years? Is that going to be a seminal
document for the next few years, or is that a one-shot affair?

Secretary PERRY. Both are true, Senator Robb. It is both & semi-
nal document, which we will draw on in the years to come, particu-
larly relative to force structure considerations, and it is a livi
document. In the time we had to do the Bottom-Up Review, we ha
to set aside major detail studies which should have been a part of
the Bottom-U view, and we are now proceeding on those stud-
ies. Thse results of them could be thouélt of annex 1, annex 2,
annex 3.

For example, there is a nuclear gosture study which is underway
now. When that is done, that will be sort of annex 1 to the Bottom-
Up Review. We have a detailed study underway now of how to best
maintain the defense industrial base. Again, we considered that in
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the Bottom-Up Review, but we did not have the time and we did
not have the staff in place at that time to do a detailed investiga-
tion. That is now underway. That will be annex 2. The details of
acquisition reform that are underway is sort of an annex 3, and the
-very detailed work which is being done under the Comptroller,
John Hamre, for the financial reform will be annex 4. These will
be all part of the living document as it grows, but some of the ele-
ments like the force structure will be seminal. They will be things
that we build on.

. Senator ROBB. Are those annexes going to be available, either
published or made publie, or will the internal documents?
Secretary PERRY. No. Those will be made available. In fact, on
‘some of them I have already invited this committee to schedule
hearings at the halfway point so that you can get an early reading
on where we are going in that direction.

Senater ROBB. You made reference to one with respect to nuclear
policy. I have been particularly concerned—and 1 serve also on the
Foreign Relations Committee and, as a matter of fact, spent part
of the afternoon over there asking some gquestions of Strobe Talbott
who is goinF to be the new deputy in that Department. I will not
go into the foreign relations or State Department side so much, al-
thou?h there is a matter that very much disturbs me. I think you
and I may have had a chance to talk about that last time around.
I wonder, however, from the strictly military side and the fact
that we have 37,000 U.S. troops that are committed to the penin-
sula and for response in that area and what is happening or what
appears to be happening based on certainly any of r.ge puilic docu-
ments that are available in Pyongyang and their respense to the
NPT and TAEA that General halgiias vili was referring to a cou-
ple of minutes ago, what kinds of changes are we likely to need in
terms of developments that take place there? That may not be the
b best way to——

Secretary PERRY, No. I understand exactly what you are asking.
Senator RoBB [continuing]. Phrase the questien, But in other
words, how can we make certain that our own immediate U.S. in-
terests, i.e., that we are able to fully support our own commitment
of forces there and certainly with our ally in South Korea and the
other allies in the region, Japan and hopefully more as time goes
by, China, that we can provide whatever balance that we need to
provide militarily? Could you discuss that to the extent you can in
open session?

Secretary PERRY. I will say, first of all, that that question is one
of the key questions being addressed in this nuclear posture re-
view. It is not just what nuclear weapons you need for the future
ut also how that relates to the conventional forces you have an
1ow it relates to the combined nuclear conventicnal threats. The
orean peninsula is certainly exhibit A as we look at that question.
A second very closely related question is front and center in that
auclear posture review and it is called counterproliferation. What
an we So to either reduce the probability or stretch out the time
>y which nations whe are trying to fget. nuclear ¢apability are able
-0 achieve that? Then the other half of this counterproliferation is
hat should we be doing in our missile defense areas to defend our
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troops and defend our country, if necessary, if we fail in that objec-
tive.

So, all of those are wrapped into this studf', and the people whe
are doing that study are tge'people, both civilian and military lead
ership in the building, who are responsible for our nuclear forces

Senator ROBB. My time has expired. Let me just make a state
ment that I think [ have shared with you in private meetings an
1 have emphasized this in the other meeting.’

By the amendment that I added to the State Department bil), i
effect asking the President to consider preparations for the reintro
duction of tactical nuclear weapons to South Korea in the event th
North Korean position remains as intransigent as it has and tha
would make no additional progress, it was not designed to crea
more tension. Indeed, it was to accomplish, hopefully, just the op
posite.

It seems to me that the North Koreans view this as essentially
a no-risk strategy and that they are able to thwart the will of the
international community simply by withdrawing and saying we wil
continue to renegotiate our return to status quo without putting
anything new on the table, and that one of the ways that we car
put something meaningful back into the dialogue is our return t«
the status quo or at least the thought that that is one of the op

tions being considered.

* It is my hope that we can address that through our negotiating
posture. %ﬂin with Assistant Secretary Galucci and others, we ar
pursuing that. I just do not want to leave any mistaken impressior
there certainly from the military side. My concern is that we haw
the kind of stability that we are looking for and that we providi
whatever tightening of the.spinal column that is necessary and re
solve for the United States so that we do not look like we are ir
a gituation of appeasement.

Mr. Chairman, I apologize for digressing a little. I thank you.

Chairman NUNN. No problem.

I think that completes the first round, and I am told that th:
roads are icing over out there and very bad. 1 do not want to cu
anyone off, but I did want to put people on notice that we want th
Secretary to be able to depart at a reasonable hour here tonight
So, we will open it up with that overall observation, and I suspec
that will have about as much meaning as my first request that w:
stay on the budget for the first round. [Laughter.]

Senator Exon,

Senator EXON. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. It is to
out there. I moved my ear and it is tough, but I cannot go hom
this early anyway because of the traffic. But I am not going to ti
you up.

Two brief questions. Mr. Secretary, as you know, last year's Bo
tom-Up Review did not intend to address nuclear programs or str
tegic programs. 1 understand that there is underway at this pa
ticular time something called the Nuclear Posture Review.

Secretary PERRY. That is correct.

Senator EXoN, Could you tell us when we might have some info
mation from you on that? When will that review be completed?
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Second, on a related question, dees anything in the current budg- _
et that you explained to us today have information not known to
the rest of us that was affected by the posture review to date?

Becretary PERRY. On the second question you asked, I believe
that answer to that is no. That is, I believe the assumptions that
we made in ‘putt.ing the budget together were not contradicted by
the results of the study so far.

On the first question, we would be happy to come over and give
a detailed briefing on the status of the nuclear posture review, I
would suggest that both from our and your point of view, the ap-
prcg:riat.e time to do that would be sort of mid-term in the study,
and that could be anytime next month. We would be prepared to
; do that and I think you would find it interesting at that stage.

Senator EXON. Wel}, thank you, Mr. Secretary. That comes under
the jurisdiction of my subcommitiee as something we are askin
about. So, I will talk to you about that and maybe we can wor]
something out on that.

The ot.ﬁer matter that I have is also something that our sub-
committee has dealt with. I have always supported MILSTAR. As
you know, we successfully launched the first MILSTAR satellite
yesterday. I assume you have taken a look at this program. Cer-
tainly the program now has shifted from primarily a strategic mis-
sion to a combat mission.

Have we done a review to see whether or not we might be able
to reduce some of the costs in that particular program? As you
know, it is a very expensive program and there are lots of com-
plaints about it being so expensive and not needed.

I think getting current information into the hands of local com-
manders that General Shali is particularly important. Have we
fooked at the possibility that we could maybe have those satellites
on command moved to a different orbit to cover different places in
the world where we might be involved in ground combat?

Is there any way that we could reduce the out-year cost on this?

Secretary PERRY. Yes. Over the last several years, in fact, there
have been some very extensive changes made in the MILSTAR rel-
ative to its original configuration.

Senator ExoN. I am familiar with that. Can we do more?

Secretary PERRY. We looked at that, first of all, when we were
reviewing the 1994 budget back in the March or April timeframe
last year and concluded at that time that there was a possibility
of making further changes beyond those that were already insti-
tuted by Secretary Cheney. Secretary Deutch and Secretary Paige
have been both pursuing investigations of that along with the serv-
ices. There is a potential for er savings and we would be
haggy to discuss that also with you in some little detail, but most
of the savings have been squeezed out of it already. There is still
some fine tuning I think that is possible in that regard.

Senator ExoN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and thank you, Gen-
eral. You have been very patient. It has been a long afternoon. I
have no further questions, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Exon. Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Having dem-
onstrated unusual self-eontrol and obeying your first command-
ment, I am going to violate your second and just ask a few ques-
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tions here about Bosnia. I do not want to ask policy questions be-
cause I understand it is under review in the administration now.
So, 1 avjvm:.ld like to ask some questions that might be called oper-
ational,

Though there is, as you have seen here today, some disagreement
in Congress about the wisdom of air strikes, there seems to be, at
least in the Senate, a broad base of support for lifting the arms em-
barge on the Bosnians. There was a bipartisan amendment that
passed the Senate last week to that effect, 87 to 9. My question is,
on this score, whether the Defense Department has given any con-
sideration or has had any discussions with the Bosnians about
what kind of arms they would want or need if the embarge was lift-
ed and, second, how long would it take to effectively move any
arms to them over there.

General SHALKASHVILL. 1 am not aware of any discussions that
have been carried on and I am not sure to what degree for the De-
fense Department it would be appropriate in light of the embargo
that is in effect. So, unless you know something else, Secretary.

Secretary PERRY, No, I do not.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I thank you for that.

Let me go to the air strikes, General, I take it that some of the
stories that we have read in the press are correct that the Amer-
ican Air Force units over in Eurcpe have been training with NATO

- and are generally ready to participate in sir strikes in Bosnia if
asked to do so with all of the conditions that go along with it. Is
that correct?

General SHALIKASHVILL. That is absolutely correct, Senator
Lieberman. Ever since August when the alliance eed to make
air strikes available to help lift any possible strangulation of Sara-
jevo and the other safe areas, ever since then, United States and
other NATOQ airplanes and the whole command/control system as-
sociated with that have been practicing, and together with the co-
ordination that needs to be effected with the UNPROFOR folks on
the ground and just talking to the local commander as late as this
morning, he feels they are extraordinarily well trained.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

I know you had an exchange with Senator McCain on this ear-
lier, but last year, General McPeak before the committee—and I
paraphrase and I do so with respect—I believe said that he thought
that air strikes on artillery positions had a relatively high prob-
ability of success and a low probability of risk to American person-
nel.

Success here—I think it is important to say this in terms of your
answer to Senator McCain earlier—was not on the question of
what impact the air strikes would have on the Serbian decision as
to whether to come to the peace table or not, but that we could be
reasonably certain from an o‘)erational point of view that we eould
hit the artillery with minimal risk to our personnel. Would you say
that is correct?

General SHALIKASHVILL Let me characterize it this way, if | may,
Senator Lieberman. Our success is dependent partly upon surprise.
With all that we have seen here in the press in the last few days,
the element of surprise is mostly lost. So, the Serbs or whoever else
has artillery out there would have the ability to move them, hide
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them, move them into school yards to make it impossible for us to

hit them without encountering unacceptable collateral damage. So,

the problem which was always difficult has been made more dif-
ficult by the fact that we have lost some of the element of surprise.

However, when you look at the task at hand which iz not to pre-
vent the shelling of Sarajevo, but help to reduce it, then I think
there is some chance that you can accomplish that.

Senator LIEBERMAN. And with minimal risk to our personnel?
How would you evaluate it?

General SHALIKASHVILL That will depend very much on the kind
of air defense systems that we have so far not yet encountered, but
that might be brought into the area. Here I am talking particularly
about any shoulder weapon air defense systems that might be
brought into the area..

Senator LIEBERMAN. Understood.

b Others have talked about the possibility, another policy option
here, of taking the war to Serbia, to Belgrade, of striking roads and

} bridges and exclusively military targets within Serbia. How would
you, again from an operational point of view, evaluate those in

terms of probability of success and risk to American personnel?

. General SHALIKASHVILL. I am not sure that would be helpful,
Senator Lieberman, if in this setting I would speculate on that.
Senator LIEBERMAN. ] understand completely.

That is it for me, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Incidentally, Mr. Secretary, you were congratulated earlier today
for your effectiveness and stamina in Munich over the weekend. I
want to congratulate you and General Shali for the same attributes
this afternoon here before this committee. [Laughter.]

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Lieberman. Senator Glenn,

Senator GLENN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, I just want to make a statement, but I also want to find
out if both of you are still wedded in your own minds to coming
down to 1.4 mullion people in our Active force which we are on the
glide slope to do right now, In fact, we are a little shead, I believe.

1 have begun to be a little suspicious that that is the right num-
ber. 1 would like to see us level off now. We are at a terrible
OPTEMPO right now. The way of life in the current pesacetime
military means more time away from family. It even led General
Mundy to put ecut the thing about the single marines. You remem-
ber that. All he was trying to do was address a problem, yet the
whole wrath of evergone came down around him for that one, But
he was trying to address a problem for his people out there, fami-
_ lies under stress, and so on.

If we can deploy about a third of our Active forces and another
third is prepanng to rotate to relieve them, and the third are in-
volved in headquarters and so on in this country, if that is still a
valid sort of rule of thumb, then we ¢ould not field on a continual
basis more than about 400,000 or 500,000 people if we are at 1.6
million. Are we still wed to the 1.4 in the out-lyears? ,

General SHALIKASHVILL I believe we are. I think the number is
1.46. That is right. '

There is one assumption in the Bottom-Up Review that I am not
sure people have focused on, and that is that when you get engaged
in two near simultaneous major regional contingencies, you cannot

Fo—y
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at the same time be engadged in peacekeeping operations and hu-
manitarian operations and whatnot. So, the premise is that when
you begin to get engaged in the first MhC, you need to draw back
those people who are en$aged in these other operations so they can
then be prepared to go, if need be, to the second MRC.

Senator GLENN, We may want to address this later on. I am one
who thinks that probably we should level off now for a year or two
until we see how things are going, and then maybe be willing to
take the force on down in the out-years.

Before my time runs out, I know that you do not need more ad-
vice on what to do in Bosnia, but 1 will add my two cents worth
to this anyway. -

We have a lot of people who talk about mortars out there. So,
let us hit the mortars, and that sounds good, except the whole
thing is like an octopus and you are dealing with the tentacles out
at the tip. It seems to me that you are not dealing with where the
decisions are made. The mortars are only out there because of a
string of command centers, communication centers, supply centers,
oil dumps, bridges, means of supply, logistics, and decisionmakers
who set this whole process in motion. I think if we are going to con-
sider air strikes at all, instead of hitting conscripts out there who
ﬁu]]ed the lanyard and ran and are not even there when you finally

it the Elace. I think we should be considering moving on up that
chain where it gets a little closer to the decision makers and make
sure what we are doing. ‘

I am not concerned about how we get into Bosnia. We all see the
tales and pictures of horror over there as to why we are getting in.
But how will we get out? What are the criteria for getting out? It
seems to me we have to set those criteria and set them very clearly
before we go in. What are our goals and who declares when those

als are met? Us, the UN,, NATO? I do not know the answers to
these questions, so I think that before we get in, we should be look-
ing to answer those questions,

at are our objectives? Is it just to stop the slaughter? If we
hit the Serbs and whoever by air and t.hefr decide to sto% fighting,
then is there any guarantee that the people we basically have been
supporting will not start the fighting again trying to regain the ter-
ritory they want to get back and have been forced out of? How do
we accomplish this thing?

Wars are determined not by air power, as has been pointed out,
but by who is in charge and in control on the ground, at the village
street corner and so on. You cannot control that from the air, We
can on]¥l try to influence who is going to be there on the ground.

So, what is our ob{'ective then, if it 13 not to just stop slaufhter,
to lock in territorial lines? Is it to make a permanent peace? If yo
look back on the history of that area, peace is something that has
not been in that country, with the exception of when Tito enforced
it, since the days of Caesar, some 2,000 years ago. Look at the his-
tory. So, I think when we say we are going to get peace in tha
area, we better set our goals very clearly.

I think we have the chance of being very much criticized. Ai
strikes may not be free of casualties. We know what happened in
Somalia when we saw one body dragged through the street, an
also had other Americans killed there. I submit that the stron
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emotions that lead us—and I may be for such activity if it is prop-
erly defined and we have the objective defined and the means of
getting there and defining how we are to get out, but that has to

e clearly defined because the strong emotions we have right now,
very proper strong emotions, when we see some of the terror over

. there may lead us to a decision to go to war, and war it is. When

we start combat operations of whatever scale, air or otherwise, do
not forget that public support can rapidly change to abhorrence and
strong criticism when American body bags start coming back
through Dover, Delaware.

I may be for whatever decisions are made, but I think we must,

« consider our purpose in going in so that it is very clearly stated
- and so that the American public will feel that it justifies that kind
 of sacrifice. If it does not, we would make a big mistake by ﬁ;)ing

in, We have to be very, very clear about this. We cannot just have
a little show of force, a little bluff and think that they are going
to cave in because they are scared. They are not scared. They have
been fighting for a long time.

Thank you.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Glenn. A lot of words of
good advice there,

I think one thing we have to do is have clear goals. I see discus-
sion after discussion that seem to confuse the goal of ending the
si%ge of Sarajevo with the goal of ending the war, Those are two
different goals, two different sets of players. The nefgotiating table
has three different groups of players. Each one of those groups
have been fighting each other at one time or the other. Each one
of those groups has separate goals, and one of the main goals that
the Muslims now have, an understandable goal, is access to the
sea. That goal is not controlled by the Serbs, but by the Croatians.
I think we have to clearly define the goals.

Senator Glenn is absolutely correct in terms of the exit point, but
that also starts with the definition of the goals.

Senator GLENN. How do we get out? ‘

Chairman NUNN. And if we do not have the same goals as our
allies, then we have to decide whether we are going to take unilat-
eral action or not. If our allies are willing to take step A, that is,
bombing a few artillery tubes or mortars, but not willing to even
discuss what we do in the event there is retaliation against UN.,
personnel, against humanitarian personnel in other words, if they
are not willing to discuss step B and step C, escalating right on up
the ladder to whatever we have to do, then we have to think very
seriously about step A

I also believe that the U.N. has issued so many edicts, one after
another, that have been ignored, that it is very hard to say that
warnings are going to make any difference anymore, We have a no-
fly zone. We have planes up there all the time. To the best of my
knowledge, we have never shot down a single plane, and there are
violations by each side, constant violations. We have humanitarian
relief and they basicaliy have to stop at every checkpoint and pay
tribute to those who are controlling the checkpoint. So, the U.N. is
basically being leveraged every day by, in effect, bandits going

through checkpoints.
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We have undermined the credibility of the operation to a consid-
erable degree. It seems to me, whatever degree of responsibility we
bear in this, that before we pfunge into what our allies are already
militarily involved in and that we are already participating to some
extent, we have got to shore up the credibility of what is already
going on. We have to say to them you have been noble in pu.lipose,
ut your people have become hostages. In effect, we have a lot of

hostages over there: the humanitanian workers, the military peo-
le. They are under the guns of the various factions and are in
arm’s way. This is a very serious problem.

It seems to me that there are a lot of things that eould be done
within the existing mandate to establish credibility of the U.N. and
NATOQ which I would certainly agree needs to be done. This has
been a very bad precedent for the credibility of either the U.N, or
NATO. I know those that say that this is not NATO. I have heard
several say that this is a group of collective countries and NATO
has done everything they have been asked to do, but the image is
NATO, the perception is NATO. :

I really think that it is time to ask the right tough questions, and
t.hfse questions need to be asked not only of our allies, but of our-
selves,

I believe that a lot of people who are expressing their views here
today do not run out and express them every time there is a new
TV report, but there has been some expressions on all sides that
- need to be carefully considered. I do not envy either of you your
job in giving advice. But I hope we are not in the situation where
the Department of Defense is being asked both for the goals and
the answer as to how you implement those goals.

1 believe that we are in a curious diplomatic situation, too. We
do not subscribe to the allies’ position in terms of what they are
trying to negotiate. We are not involved in that in terms of the
final settlement, and (\;et we do not have a position of our own, 1
do not sense that the United States has a war-ending goal.

I am not saying we ought to sign up to our allies’ goal. I think
some people legitimately criticize it as being unfair to the faction
that has not been armed. I think we have had almost an immoral
position, not to have the Muslims with any arms actually, pretend-
mghthat the embargo is equal sanction against each “rt¥. t is not.
It has worked very disproportionately against the Muslims. That
situation is changing now. I read news account after news account
that very seldom ever say that the Muslims now sre gaining con-
siderable ground nFajnst the Croatians. The Muslims Is have
changed in terms of their own negotiating goals and escalated.

This situation has been s0 mangled and mishandled, that if we
are going to get involved in a big way, then we ought to say to our
allies, let us wipe the slate clean to the extent we can, and go back
and start correcting some of the things that have been done wrong.
It is a tangled situation over there now and it is complicated
enough. Then you throw in &ll the mistakes that have been made
in my opinion starting with the embargo going right on through all
the edicts that have been issued with no implementation of those
edicts, and right now the situation is fraught with all sorts of peril.

Yet, doing nothing, basically sitting back and letting this situa-
tion continue, almost assures the continued erosion of credibility
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not only of the U.N., but of NATO, which can pour over into other
parts of the world.

But 1 think we cannot control our allies. We have to say what
we think is best and be frank with our allies. We cannot afford to
get tugged into a situation that is untenable and has been com-
pletely fouled up just because we think we have to “do” something.
There is a lot of pressure in that direction.

But you have heard enougl; today to take all of this advice. I
would not say that it has all been consistent.

Senator EXoN. Mr. Chairman, about 4 hours ago I asked you
whether or not you had any comments of discussions along these
lines that may or may not have taken place at your recent meeting
at the Wehrkunde Conference. Do you care to elaborate? Can you
sag anything about that, or would you rather not get into it?

ecretary PERRY. I can certainly tell you, Senator Exon, what I
said at our meeting in Wehrkunde relative to the situation in
Bosnia and it came in two different sections.

First of all, I summarized for them what U.S. involvement in
Bosnia was today, which is not widely known, and what the objec-
tives of that involvement were, I am sure this committee is aware
of that already, but we have a set of activities underway with the
objective of reducing the violence. Certainly our participation in the
no-fly zone has been a part of that, and it ias succeeded in keeping
tactical aircraft from being used as a vehicle for adding to the vio-
lence. We have provided a substantial amount of humanitarian aid.
The airlift and the airdrop that we have done for humanitarian
gurposes has been equivalent in scope to the Berlin airlift. It has

een a substantial operation. These two things together I believe
have saved tens of thousands of lives in Bosnia.

We have been very modest participants in the peace negotiations
and we have agreed to provide, if called on by ground forces of
UNPROFOR, close air support. We have not yet been asked to pro-
vide that but we are prepared to provide it, we in this case being
a NATO force under the command of Admiral Boorda.

I believe and 1 said at that meeting that the most crucial step
that needs to be taken in Bosnia today is to get the peace negotia-
tions on a vigorous, positive track. My own personal view is the
United States should take a more vigorous role in trying to move
in that direction. There are things that we can do. We cannot de-
termine the outcome of those Eeace negotiations, but there are
, many actions we ¢an take which would strengthen the resolve of
. all of the parties concerned to move more in that direction.

All of the discussion about air strikes, I believe it is totally incor-
rect to believe that by air strikes we could force an outcome in the
peace negotiation or that we could determine the outcome of the
war. Having -said that, though, that does not suggest that air
strikes may not have some useful role, but it has to be in the con-
text of broader objectives.

The first test of any particular air strike that is proposed is does
it lead us more firmly toward a peace negotiation, toward a settle-
ment over there. If the answer to that is no, reject that proposal.

Second, does it lead to a probability of reduction of the violence
while we are waiting to get & peace negotiation? It is very impor-
tant to have a yes answer to that question. '
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Third, can we do it in such a way that the forces of our allied
on the ground there, the 28,000 UNPROFOR forces down there
that does not unnecessarily endanger their lives?

So, there are all of those tests which say that any air strike con
sidered has to be extremely selective and have very limited objec
tives. Anybody who is telling you that by the use of air force w
can force & peace treaty or we can turn the course of the war i
E'Ireatly overstating the consequences of air power in this situation

aving said that, ] do believe that there are limited and selectiv
applications of air strikes which we are considering and looking a
as options which could have the combined objectives of driving u.
more quickly and firmly toward a peace negotiation, number one
and number two, reducing the violence, not increasing the violene
in the meantime.

Senator ExoN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Chairman NUNN. Senator Levin, Senator Glenn?

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

1 found at least some comfort in your last statement, Mr. Sec
retary. I was a little bit perplexed when I read from Wehrkund
that you had used the words “knee jerk” and I think that is wher
they were used in some report of your remarks. I do not think i
is accurate to talk about any strong response to 2 years of Serbia
strangulation of Sarajevo as knee jerk. I do not know the contex
so I cannot really debate you in terms of context. But I though
those words, if in fact they were used by you, almost in any contex
relative to the world body through NATO finally reacting to 2 year
of ﬁounding of a European capital should not be described as kne
jerk.

I must say also that I agree with the way you just formulate
it, which is anyone who thinks that air strikes are certain to brin
an end to this war is mistaken. On the other hand, there is a rea
sonable argument to be made that it could help push the peac
process faster and could possibly reduce the level of violence in th
meantime. It could do both those things. That is the tough calcula

lief for years that air strikes would on balance help achieve thos
things. I may be wrong but I felt that for the last couple years.

A couple of pleas I would make with you in addition is tha
number one, no more warnings that we do not mean to keep.
think it weakens NATO and weakens the U.N. both for us to
:ﬁreatening anything unless we intend to carry through with th

there. What are our goals? Are they clear? How do we get out
What are our objectives? All those questions I think are absolute!
correct questions that we put into that calculus of the guestio
what happens if we do nothing. Could the war spread? Could ther.
be a broader conflagration? What are the ramifications for NA
and for Europe if we continue on the course we are on?

Chairman NUNN. I agree with that question too, Senator Levi
I thought I hit it.

Senator LEVIN, You may have. '

Chairman NUNN. But I certainly agree with it.
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dnSi"enator LEvVIN. By the way, I did not mear to suggest that you
id not. :

Anyway, I just plea that that be put into the ealculus. That is
basically it. So, I will leave it at that unless either of you want to
- comment further.

Secretary PERRY, I would like to comment just briefly on a few
of those points. My comment about knee jerk reaction was that
whatever action we took was not simply in response to that one
event. I had to be calculated over the whole series of events that
were going on in Sarajevo and it had to take a very careful consid-
eration of the consequences of the actions we took. I want a scber,

reflective judgment on any——
> Senator LEVIN, That is reassuring.

Secretary PERRY. Not one that just reflects the passion of the mo-
ment.

Senator LEVIN. That is a context which reassures me.

Secretary PERRY. The other statement that I made there, which
I negle to mention when Senator Exon asked me, but your com-
ment reminded me of, is I said flatly that the United States would
not take any unilateral actions, not with 28,000 troops of allies on
the ground there. We will not take a unilateral action,

Senator. LEVIN. Well, my understanding, Mr. Secretary, is that
under the process that we have in place, that the request must -
come from a commander on the ground to i)egin with. He must ini-
tiate that request. The only issue that is left for tomorrow with
NAC is whetgler or not, when it comes to the Sarajevo issue, we
will regpond directly to that request from a commander through
the U.N. deputy without further NAC consideration. That is my
understanding, that it has to emanate from the UN. on the

und. So, they are the ones who would weigh the risk to the
PROFOR troops. Is that not accurate?

Secretary PERRY. I would describe it somewhat differently, that
certainly any close air support action which has already been
agreed to, is in response to a request from the commander on the
ground. I we were to decide on a specific action relative to the ar-
tillery that would be bombarding Sarajevo, though, that could be
done presumably, if the NAC gave you the authority, on the initia-
tive of Admiral Boorda in the context of agreements with the
UNPROFOR forces on the ground.

Senator LEVIN. So, UNPROFOR would have to agree to that in
any event.

cretary PERRY. They would have to agree to the plan, not on

B——

Senator LEVIN, I understand, but to the plan. So, they would
have calculated the risk to their own forces.

Secretary PERRY. Absolutely.

Senator LEVIN. I think iou made it clear today that NATQ is the
commander of any air strike.

General SHALIKASHVILL That is correct.

SecretargePERRY. Any options we are contemplating or consider-
ing would be under the command of NATO forces.

nator LEVIN. I just had one additional question and this has

to do with the major regional contingencies issue which you have
gotten into in terms of the Bottom-Up Review and the 1.4 million
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and the assumption that two major regional contingencies should
be able to be handled nearly simultaneously. Are these major re-
gional contingencies that you are talking about like the Gulf war
size? '}s that about how you are sizing a major regional contin-
gency?

Secretary PERRY. That is correct.

Senator LEVIN. Do we know of any situation—since World War
II, have there been two major regional contingencies occurring
nearly simultaneously?

Secretary PERRY, I\:et me be very clear in may jud'irpent of that
and General Shalikashvili has already testified on this point, but
he may want to add to what I sag.

Senator LEVIN. Well, if you have already covered it, I do not
want to duplicate.

Secretary PERRY. We do not anticipate fighting two major re-
gional contingencies.

Senator LEVIN. No. My question is have there been any since
World War I1.

Secretary PERRY. No. We believe that if we have to ﬁsht one,
that what we want to avoid is Eiving any other potential adversary
the belief that we are too weak to protect our interests if he were
to see that as a target of opportunity. So, it is a deterrence of the
second one that is the issue, not the fact that we would fight it.

General SHALIKASHVIL]. We believe that it has not occurred since
World War II largegr because we have had the capability to deal
with it and we would like to maintain that.

Chairman NUNN. Good point. This is a good place to close unless
there is objection. Without objection——

Secretary PERRY. No objection from this side of the table, sir,
{Laughter.

Chairman NUNN. Senator Thurmond, I do not want to cut you

off,

Senator THURMOND. I just want to say I have no further com-
ments or advice and suggest we adjourn. [Laughter.]

Chairman NUNN. Without objection. Thank you.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY
AH-60B AIRCRAFT

Senator KENNEDY, Mr, Secretery, the Navy long-range budget last year showed
s need for 21 more SH-60B aircraft. The budget, however, eliminates all Naval
Hawk production, despite the fact the Na'?l asked for production in the fiscal year
1995 budget request. Is the requirement for 21 more SH-60B aircraft still valid?
How do lan to meet that requirement? Why did OSD deny the Navy's request
for 7 SH-60B# in fisca] year 19957 How will elimination of Naval Hawk production
affect the industrial base for these helicopters?

Secretary PERRY. requirement for SH-60B helicopters is determined by nu-
merous factors such as the number of surface combatant ships that will be in the
fleet, the number of those ships that can accommodate helicopters, the number of
helicopters that will be deployed per ship, anticipated helicopter attrition rates,
planned training rates, 'ﬁipeline rates, the number of SH-80Fs that will be con.
verted to SH-80Rs and the timing of the initiation of the next generation shipboard
helicopter development program. Although there is still uncertainty about some of
these factors our best current estimates of these factors combined with overall af-
fordability constraints forced cancellation of the finsl aircraflt from the planned buy.

Navy peeds for SH-60B and SH-60R helicopters can be met without procuring
additiona! aircraft after fiscal year 1994 by more aggressive management of existing
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aseets in the maintenance “pipeline” and the number assigned to training squadsons
udhﬂmmhmx?rbfﬂ!MF:ﬂxltﬂnhmuWhlm-

80R wnﬂwtbn.

Today’s realities force tough choices; with s less than optimal, but still ef-
o e avallable, sapeellation of these SH-E0Bs 1s  big-dollar item
that will cause the least impact on readiness.

This cancellation will nop materially affect the helicopter industrial base. While
some may take issue with that claim, POM-84s cancellation of all H-80 variant
curements by fiscal year 1097 was far more serious. The reason

ahawk cancellation looms s0 large now is that these aircraft represent some of

final new construction H-80s under contract to the Department. The Navy still
plans to begin ita SH-80R remanufacturing effort in fiacal year 1997 which, in con-
cert with the RAH-66 Comanche program, should allow maintaining the helicopter
industrial eapability.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN W. WARNER
NEED FOR CARRIER

Senator WARNER. General Shalikashvili, last week before this commitiee, Dr.
Perry expressed his strong commitment for the construction of CVN-76, the next
nuclear carrier. Full funding for the carrier is included in the Prexident’s budget re-
quest you are presenting here this aflernoon. Would you give this committee your
views on the military requirement for CVN-76?

General SHALIKASHVILL. First of all, let me explain that our 12 carrier force pro-
vides the ability to stay forward engaged in Europe, the Pacific, and Southwest
Asia. Further, this forward engagement allows us the ability to respond rapidly to
a crisis of any kind. This rapid response ability can helrzprevent a crisiz {from devel.
oping into a conflict, but should the conflict start, our

!d!;gy‘to deploy superior air power until additional forces arrive. In Desert Storm
our 12 carrier Jorce provided the flexibility to have six carriers and their consider-
able fire power available to ensure the decisive force was present to end the conflict

- with few American casualties. Our transition to an 11 ve and 1 Reserve carrier
force will allow us to provide adequate forward presence and the ability to manage
carrier absence of various theaters.

Given the military requirement for a 12 carrier force, the issue becomes nircraft
carrier modernization needs to sustain the force. The recently completed Bottom-Up
Review concluded the best alternative is to proceed with construction of CVN=76 be-

i in fiscal year 1985. This decision preserves some ﬂeﬂbli‘h"g on the ultimate
size of the carrier force, protects the carrier industrial base which is a major con-
cern, avoida the cost increase associated with delaying CVN-76's cons n, and
avoids a major carrier procurement *bow wave® beyond 2000,

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

Senator WARNER. General Shalikashvili, the latest version of PDD-13 indicates
that the Department of Defense will have to pay for United Nations ‘Heaoekee i
operations under Chapter V if U.S. combat troops are involved, and all United Na-
tions assessments for Chapter VII regardless of whether US. troops are involved
- or not. Ian’t this potentially a rather heavy financial load for the Department of De-
fense to bear? Do you believe DOD should have to pay for all of this?

General SHALIKASHVILY. Questions regarding the potential impact on DOD’s budg-
et of ﬁ.lnd.inﬁ)leJ.N’. peace operations is a matter best addressed by the Office of the
Secretary of Defense.

OFTIONS IN BOSNIA

Senator WARNER. General Shalikashvili, we are all shocked the recent
shellings of civilians in Sarajevo. It lpﬁan that there are not a lot o good options
for us to follow in thia tragic situation. Would you just describe for us what the mili-
uzeoptiom are and describe briefly the advantages and disadvantages are of each?

neral SHALIKASHVILL Military options in Bosnia are a function of the political
direction we have selected consistent with our national interests. Our goals are to
stop the ting, aid the humanitarian situation, and help promote a negotiated
settiement leading to regional stability, at this time, we have committed US. mili-
tary support for UN. humanitarian operations with UNPROFOR and UNHCR in
the former Yugoslavia. The United States also has provided air support through the
NATO alliance for UN. mandates in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Specigc operations will
continue to include support for the No Fly Zone over Bosnia, Close Air Support for

T7174-94-4

carrier force allows us the -




213

94

UNPROFOR, the air strike threat around Sarsjeve, UNPFROFOR nce, humanj-
tarian aid (airdrops, airlift, convoys, equipment), and sanctions. These options will
continue dependent on the changing nature of the conflict. In rmmoting regional
stability, we are prepared to help implement a viable, enforoeable negotiated peace
settlement acoeplable to all warring parties as part of a NATO tion. Scope of
US. military commitment will depend on the exact nature of agreement the
warring parties sign on to.
DECLINE IN PROCUREMENT

8enator WARNER. Mr. Secretary, the dollars identified for procurement in this
budget are nd.lcg quite low. I note that we are not m:.ny tanks and only 127
aireraft, of which most are belicopters and training . It appears that we are
ing on a policy of “living off the shelf” and eventually we will have to invest
more heavily in the procurement accounts or risk obsolescence and old, aging equip-
ment. [s there a lon"nn lan to continue the modernization of our forces?
Secretary PERRY. Yes, 's Jong-range plans will modernize our forces, consist-
ent with our w of lrmin%our forces with technologically smuperior equi t,
Although the year 1995 budget does represent a low point in dollars lllmted
to procurement of defense systems, the Future Years Defense (FYDP)
&m)och procurement spending to rebound to some extent in fiscal years 19861998,
ough not to Cold War levels, This patiern reflocts several circumstances. First, the
end of the Cold War has greatly reduced the need to field pew systems in response
to the threat posed by the former Soviet Union. We will keep existing pment
longer and emphasize modifications and upgrades relative to procurement of new
'y:Sm:. Second, force structure reductions, combined with the large quantities of
moders equipment d in mntgm also allow DOD to keep procurement
accounts relatively low in fiscal year 1895 F‘iully. s number of major acquisition
programs, icularly new aircraft systems, are currently in development and not
t ready for procurement. For example, the F-22 fighter, the F/A-18EF strike-
ter, and the Comanche helicopter are all in various stages of development and
not scheduled for procurement unti] future years. As those epter the pro-
duction phase, DOD procurement spending will increase as RI‘)'II:&E funding de-

Creases.

The pattern of defense spending alss reflects the transition to a post-Cold War
defense establishment. During this transition, we expect to reduce infrastructure
costs zignificantly over the F'&DP peried and nd, as we reap the full bepefits
of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) process and other initistives. Those
actions will free funds for procurement in future years within the ined DOD

bu%gt topline.
Boaom Up Review included a thorough examination of long-run investment
rojections for several major systems, including tactical hihlht ic missile de-
enses, and nuclear submarines and aircraft carriers. In addition, all Defense Acqui-
sition Bocrc{ milestone reviews lo:;k beyond the FYDP. The lzfp‘ﬁﬁant mntlinuel
to examine long-| remen! ions as we re the fiscal years 1996-
2001 programm, o enmipe AT we sbe soaeting future mcksraisation peods without
creating an unsustainable procurement “bow wave.”

QUESTIONS SUEMITTED BY BENATOR JOHN MCCAIN
READINESS FUNDING INCREASE

Senstor McCAIN, Brieﬁ.nﬂ materials disseminated by DOD highlight a priority on
readiness in this budget. However, the details available at this time do not seem
to support this contention. For example, an O&M funding increase of $5 billion over
last year's levels is cited as an example of the high priority given to readiness. How.
ever, another chart shows the breakdown of this increase to inchudé $300 million
in peacekeeping assessments, $100 million in energy effidency funding, $3.2 billion
in adjustments for a civilian pay raise and inflation costs, and & million cat.
egory called “Other.” This leaves only $1.9 billion in readiness-related funding in-
creases, for Army readiness initistives and US.S. Eisenhower overhaul, With only
20 'gement. of this funding increase availabie for readiness-related programa, where
is the priority oo readiness shown?

Secretary . The emphasis on readiness is apparent by a number of meas-
ures. While the Department's budget continues to drop and force levels are further
dmuedﬁ:ﬁmdin( in the O&M account reflects real growth of about 2.0 percent.
Much of this increased funding is for direct readiness programs to include restora.
tion of Army ground OPI‘EMPnB to B0O miles, to enhance Army prepositioned assets,
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and to provide for additional depot maintenance for all the services. The real growth \
aleo provides additional funding for Army base lu;mort which is an integral part °
of force operations. This increase recognizes that as the Army downsized, past fund-
ing reductions were too steep. Readiness is also emphasized by providing funding
to maintain the OPTEMPO levels of the Navy and the Air Force at prior year readi-
ness training rates.

Senator MCCAIN. In addition, the briefing materials ¢laim that OPTEMPO re.
mains at current levels with the funding in this budget. Hawever, the detailed mate-
rial indicates that in half of the categories, OPTEMPO actually declines from fiscal
year 1993 levels. Again, where is the priority on readiness?

Secretary PEREY, The fiscal year 1993 rates reflect higher OPTEMPO rates due
to conti cy operations in Somalia, South West Asia, and Bosnia. The fiscal year
1994 and fiscal year 1995 estimates do not reflect increased levels of activity for
such contingencies.

U.N. PEACEKEEPING

Senator MCCAIN. While I have not yet been fully briefed on this matter, the ad-
ministration seems to be making significant progress in recasting its U.N. policy
away from the *assertive multilateralism” that it stressed early on, vaib]y a8 & re-
sult of the unfortunate experience gained in Somalia and Haiti. Do You believe the
administration’s new ?I:licy would have prevented what occurred in Somalia? Would
it have prevented the Haiti debacle?

Secre PERRY. Qur participation in the Somalia operation (UNOSOM II) high-
lighted the problems that can be encountered when there is an unclear and open-
ended mandate. As a result of this experience, the administration is determined to
ensure that the anticipeted duration of any future operation be closely tied to clear
objectives and realistic exit criteria. A second issue of concern in Somalia was the
degree to which the operation focused on one party to the conflict, When such & situ-
ation devemtbe forces sept to conduct peace operations are themselves drawn
into the conflict and may be insufficiently structured and equipped for the expanded
mission. Thus, one of lessons we learned from Somalia is the desirability to
maintain neutrality and impartiality in the conduct of peace operations.

Partly as a result of the lessons learned from our experience in Somalia, the ad-
ministration developed a series of factors that should be considered before dec:d.u:%
to commit 1).8. forces to a peace enforcement operation. These factors include: (1
US. participation advances American intereste and the riska are acceptable; (2)
funds, personnel, and other resources are available for US. participation; (3) bs.
participation is necessary for the success of the mission or to persuade other nations
to pnﬂmxme; (4) the likely duration for US. Farticipation ¢an be jdentified and tied
1o clear objectives and realistic exit criteria; (5) there is domestic political and con-
ﬁeuionnl lu;port for US. participation, or such support can be marshaled; and, (§)

e command and control arrangements governing the Ertitipation of American
and foreign forces are acceptable to the United States. decisions will be made
based on the cumulative weight of all these factors, with no single factor being an
absolute determinant.

Our experience in Haiti reinforced our conviction that before US, forces are de-
ployed into a Chapter VI operation that a ceasefire ahould be in place, and the inter-
national community should have the consent of all parties to the conflict. The mis-
sion of the US. military contingent was to professionalize the Haitian military.
However, the rapidly deteriorating conditions in Port au Prince caused the adminis-
tration to reexamine whether or not the mission could be accomplished as envi-
sioned given the existinﬂ{foree structure, mandate, and rules of engagement. When
it became clear that the Haitian military and police were mmtginﬁenn their commit-
ment to provide security of our E:uonne], as evidenced by the demonstrations on
the dock and the blocking of the berthing space for the U.S.S. Harlen County at the
pier, we concluded that there was an unacceptable risk that our service members
would become targets of government sanctioned aggression. While, in hind sight, it
may have been preferable for us to make the decision not to continue with the oper-
ation at an earlier point in time, I stand by the decision not to send that particular
force to Haiti given the situation on the ground. :

Senator McCAIN. The administration is propesing in the fiscal year 1895 budget
to share responsibility for the financial burden of UN. peacekeeping operations be-
tween State and DOD. DOD's budget request inchudes $300 million the O&M Title
for UN. peacekeeping assessments for Chapter VII operations. 1 am told that
State’s share is estimated at $900 million. Does this "Shared Responsibility” Bro
gram mean that DOD will also have a greater role in deciding whether the US.

 ians |
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E:I:'ri tes in these operations? Will it have a greater say in the Command and
trol structures, objectives, etc? Or is DOD just the bill payer?

Becre PERRY. No, DOD is not just the bill payer. Under the concept of shared
respopsibility, the .1“.? that has the responsibility for fnndin%:n operation alse
has the interagency lead in its mansgement. This means that when DOD funds an
%ntion we will also set the interagency agends for discussions and decisions.

D already has a dominant role within intenglenzmtor establishing command
and contro! A'mn?ementl and military objectives. It should be noted that in all
cases where US, lorces may be deploy, 1 will be penonnllwd actively involved
in the decision. Furthermore, the Joint Chiefs of Btafl have been, and will conf
to be, intimnately involved in ‘;lnly decisions relating to these issues,

Senator M . Is $300 million sufficient to pay DOD’s share of the assessment
for anticipated peacekeeping operations in fiscal year 19957 If not" will O&M fupd.

ing for readiness be tapped once again for peacekeeping operations? Can the admin-
istration at least offer E:‘ mnrmg that the raid of M funds will be limited
to the identified $300 million?

Secre PeRRY. The $300 million figure was developed on the basis of likely

tary
peace operations that the United States would be involved in and for which the De-
partment would have management and financial responsibility. These operations
were projected to be the UN. Kuwait Observation Mission (UNIKOM), UN.
Operation in Somalia I (UNISOM II) and U.N. Protection Force (UNPROFOR). We
expect the costs for UNIKOM to remain a rmdmnteg the same as for fiscal year
1994, while UNOSOM II will diminish an iJNPROF R will likely grow. I can as-
sure you that I will not do mnything that will undermine the eapabilities of our
Armed Forces to conduct their primary mission of fighting and winning this Na.
tion's wars. The readiness of our A.rme& Forces remains of utmost importance to me.

OFTEMPO

 Senstor MCCAIN. I am very concerned that this budget request does not fully sup-
port the readiness of our aviators to perform their missions, as well as the safety
as of military avistion.

budget request for flying hours supports 14.5 hours/pilot/month for the Army,
18.7 hours/pilot/month for the Air Force, and 24 hours/pilot/month for the Navy.
These are well below the flight hour numbers proposed by the services in yecent
years. As recently ss 2 years ago, each service stated that flying hours could not
decrease below fiscal year 1992 levels without sacrificing operational readiness and
safety. Simulators and pari-task trainers do improve pilot training, but they are not
& substitute for the training gaiced by actually being airborne.

Can you show that pilota are remaining sufficiently proficient in their pﬁmnrﬁ
and secondary mission areas with the flight time they are currently ing? Wi
they be able 1o maintain their readiness at the proposed fiscal year 1995 funding
level? Are mission requirements being scaled back in an effort to keep C-ratings

igh with reduced flight hour funding?

have been advised that the services allocate more flight time to certain units
which are either deployed or training for an imminent deployment to keep their
readiness high, while other units fly substantially less than the minimum ired
for safety, proficiency, and resdiness. Is this true? Isn't this an indication that our
force levels are hollow, since they are not all ready or capable of performing their
missions on any given d‘ﬁ?
Secretary PERRY. The DOD buc!ﬁt continues to support fully the flying-hour pro.
requested by the services. There has been no substantial reduction in service
m‘{hour programs (hours/crew/month by major category) over the 5 years.
Bervice adjustments to their flying-hour programs have beez primarily a result of
chmp'?u‘l sircraft mix and missions.

The year 1995 DOD budget :mvidu ﬂxing hour resources mufficient to
maintain service pilot ficieney and unit readiness. However, emergent oper-
ational contingencies an other unforeseer execution-year adjustments (e.g., higher
than planned inflation, increased parts pricing, etc.) may require additional funding,
not unlike the recent fiscal year 1994 supplemental for Bosnia, Somalia, Haiti, et
al. Mission requirements have not been scaled back to keep C-ratings high. Missions

ill ch , however, in response to chlngin%t.hmu.

Our current aviation force levels are not hollow. Units deployed or nel.rl.n&ede loy-
ment have historically been allocated greater ﬂﬁ_ing time, particularly in §
and Marine Corps, and this policy remains in effect. The services have provided us
with no indications that flying hours for non-deployed units have fallen below safe
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COLASB AND NILITARY PAY RAISE

Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Perry, last year the President sent to Congress a
budget which did not include cost of living adjustments for retired military and Fed-
eral civiliens, which if enacted would break faith with these retirees by imposing
upon them a triple sacrifice and a significantly disproportionate share of the deficit
reduction burden. The Gong:eu acted to this situation for the current year
1995, and legislation is pending to make that correction permanent. Does your
year 1895 budget reflect Co ¢’ intention from last year's conference agreement
to restore military retiree COLAs to be paid to military retirees at the same time
* et “mﬂlﬂ:ﬁ?' et of Def porta COLAs military retired

A ment o ense supporta or mili retire
pay to mm a eommit&t to provide a meagup:e of income security for those
who complete a qualifying military carcer. Last year, the President’s budget in-
cluded the full cost-of-livi aijustment for retired military; however, COLA dell.:r
were enacted by Congress. Unfortunately, this created different trestment for mili-

retirees compared to Federal civilian retirees. The current budget submission
refiecte the provisions of law set farth in last year's Budget Reconciliation Act.

Although the statutes that provide COLAs may be chanﬁ:d th.mufh the legislative

rocess, | believe that major changes should be made with the fullest deliberation;

also believe that sacrifices by government employees should be shared on a reason-
ably fair basis, Toward that end, we urge against any COLA disparity between mili-
tary and Federal civilian nth'eu._ﬂenernllx,ethe Department support the principles
that reductions should be equitable for Federal retirees; that delays are prefersble
to reductions; and that cuts should be restored as soon as it is feasible to do so.

Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Perry, your fiscal year 1995 budget only funds a 1.6
Erunt raise for military service members. This represents only slightly more

an h estimated increase in cost of living next year. Why has this inis-
tration put an increased burden on our m.ilitar{ service members, especially our en- -
listed men and women, t¢ fund the Federal locality pay, which service members
themselves are not el%ﬁ'e}e for?

Secretary PERRY. administration's budget guidance calls for & 1.6 percent
total pay raise for all Federal employees including military service members. For
Federal civilian employees, it has not as yet been determined how the 1.6 percent
increase will be allocated between across-the-board and lucality pay raises.

As economic growth is revitalized, it might be appropriate to review de-
military pay from civilian pay to re-establish comparability. Federal civilians wi
eventually gain regional comparability with private sector wages through the mech-
aniam of iwll\'ty pay.

PATRIOTS TO SOUTH KOREA

Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Perry, last week, during your confirmation hearing,
ﬂ“ indicated unequivocal support for the deployment of Patriot batteries to Sou

rea, as requested by General Luck, Commander of U.S, forces in Korea. General
Shali, do you also support this deployment?

General SHALIRASHVILL Yes, l%xlfm:upport the CINCs request for deployment of
Patriot at this time to defend our deployed forces. This weapons m 1s purely
defensive in nature and should be decoupled from the ongoing negotiations with the
DPRK on the nuclear issue.

Benator MCCAIN. Secretary Perry, last week, during your confirmation hearing,

indicated :m.livocn] support for the deployment of Patriot batteries to Sou
8, 88 by General Luck, Commander of U.S. Forces in Korea,

Becretary Perry, has this request been approved by the administration? If so,
when will deployments be completed? If no whi;n:lnuurt!mpl and our Com-
m.ﬂ m t7he field being denied protection, albeit limited, from potential Scud mis-

e s

- Becretary PRRRY. Yes, the Patriot batteries deployment has been a EM the
i%:l.inimﬁon and arrive—by sea—in Korea to be opentiondp y the 2& of

INDUSTRIAL BASE

Benstor MCCAIN. A lot of study and reflection has occurred ing require-
ments for & long-term defense industrial base. However, as yet, Congress has
not received 's i.n‘r;t, as mandated by law, This poses a lig::iﬁclnt difficulty
in ﬁmperly assessing oft-made claims that I!:IL 'ymgrnm which appears vulner-
able to bu reductions is sormehow vital to the defense industrial base, When will
we have s report on defense industrial base requirements?




217
98

Secretary PERRY. The Clinton administration takes very sericusly its commitment
to maintaining an adequate techrology and industrial base. The Department has a
comprehensive process Lo assese technology and industrial base capabilities against
rojected national security nquinmenu.q}u‘n process was used to support the Bot-
m-Up Review. However, the process requires expansion to incorporate the admin.
i:ﬂtiﬂn'l concerns about the Linkage between economic security and national secu-

Department is awaiting the leadership of an Assistant Secretary for Economic
Becurity to finalize the new assessment process. The President has made a nomins-
tion for this position. Once a new Assistant Secretary is on board, a comprehensive
industria) base review will be conducted. At that time, we will also develop an inte-
grated multiyear technology and industrial base plan to focus interagency actions
on integrating the defense and commercial seciors of the industrial base, to foster
dual use technologies that are critical to our mic and national security, and
to identify steps required to sustain essential defense-unique ruel.rch\ duﬁ 'gm
duction,_and support capabilities. We will, of course, provide the results o of
these efforts to &mgmu.

Senator MCCAIN. Most of the emphasis in these industrial base discussions has
been at the prime contractor level. However, some would contend that there are sig-
nificantly more second- and third-tier vendors whose existence is just as critieal to
the industrial base. Are these issues being adequately addressed in DOD's ongoing
review? Will recommendations concerning the secondary and tertiary contractors be
inciuded in DOD's repart?

Secretary PERRY. We intend to identify and address industrial capabilities (skills,
processes, facilities, and technologies) of importance to the Department wherever
they are found. The industrial base assessment process used to support the Bottom-
Up Review, and which is bein§ expanded to better explore the linkages between na-
ticnal and economic security, identifies and evaluates key sub-tier, not just prime,
contractor capabilities. :

DEFENSE CONVERSION

Senator MCCAIN. The Co 2 has appropriated nearly $4 billion for so-called de-
fense conversion programs. se range from educational proj to technology
reinvesiment, to grants for basic research. But we may have been overzealous in
throwing money at the problem, since it seems that much of the funds set aside for
these programs are botiled up in a bureaucratic mess at the Pentagon. How much
funding is set aside in this year's defense budget for defense conversion activities?
Are delense conversion programs, in your view, & hifher rriority than military read-
iness funding, full pay raises for mi iu%ﬁemnne full COLAs for military retir-
ees, an erdpmgrm which are not fully funded in this budget request! What
is your personal assessment of the success or failure of defense conversion programs

7
Secretary PERRY. Our tota] budget request for defense conversion is $3.4 billion
for fiscal year 1995. Much of this funding is for programs of the type you describe,
which are designed to directly improve readiness of the U.S. military by inte-
grating defenee with the Nalion’s commercial industrial and technology base. In
other words, these programs support readiness, rather than compete against it for
rescurces.

It is obviously too early to judge the success of our conversion programs, but we
have seen remarkable interest in the wide range of pregrams that we have begun
to im_P}{Pment. For example, the TRP Program generated more than 2,800 proposals.
The solicitations have been reviewed and four rounds of awards have been
made, totalling $5 million for 212 projects involving 1,631 organizations.

In dual-use technology programs outside of the ‘FR.P, we have been making invest-
ments across a broad range of technologies directly important to meeting defense
needs and important for our overall economy. One example is multi<chip modules,
a technology of gresat importance for future electronics, where the United States is
the technical leader. We are also supporting mapufacturing technology initintives,
advanced materials synthesis and processing, and multi-use high performance com-
puting. We have projects under contract in all of these areas and are reviewing
other proposals as g:rt of our competitive solicitations.

These examples demonsirate that in the Defense industry and industrial base we
are expeditiously implementing our responsibilities.

U.8.-CHINA DEFENSE CONVERSION PROGRAM

Senator McCaIN. It has been reported that DOD recently approved & plan for o
joint U.S.-China cooperative effort on defense conversion. &'hu safeguards will be
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used in that program to ensure that the Chinese do not obtain militarily senaitive
technology? [E:- the administration intend to provide dual-use technology to the
Chinese under the auspices of this effort?

Secretary PERRY. There will be no arms or military technology transferred. The
U.S.-China defense tonversion comminsion being planned wi ens:r in an ex-
change of views with Chinese officials on the subject of converting delense produc-
tion to civilian production. Such an exchange will result in betier understanding of
Chinese efforts at conversion, and this information will be available to U.S. busi-
nesses who may be interested in cooperating with Chinese enterprises on identified
civil projects. In the process of that cooperation, agéudmology transfer—or visits
by the dﬁnele—will closely monitored by the USG. Evaluation of technology and
end-user checks will continue as before. I will add that the comminsion will also look
carefully at individual projects to ensure that cooperation will only be with Chinese
enterprises with a clear mission not against global securily interests.

COMPUTER EXPORT DECONTROL

Senator MCCAIN. Last year, the Clinton administration acted to effectively decon-
trol powerful computers from export licensing restrictions. This decision seems in
direct contradiction to the administration’s oft-stated commitment to a strong non-
proliferation policy. How do you reconcile this action, especially since licensing for
these computers used to require DOD concurrence?

tary PERRY. The Defense Department Recognizes the technological realities
of today's world. We have tried to balance our security concerns with the need to
maintain a strong competitive export industry. In the case of computers, all relevant
DOD components, including the Joint Stafl, were consulted in our deliberations and
we reached & consensus on the new control thresholds, There is no question that
even low-end personal computers can be used by the military and, thus, have strate-
gic value, However, it es no sense to attempt to control computers which are
widely available from sources arcund the world and are used predominantly in com-
mercial and other civil applications. We are committed to a stro:gomn roliferation
licy and will continue to review export requests for computers above Lne decontrol
evel to proseribed countries. We have also identified other technologies and prod-
ucta that will remain subject to control, due to their direct role in the design snd/
or manufacture of weapons of mass destruction. In addition, we will continue to
work with supplier countries to strengthen our multilateral efforts to monitor trans-
fers of military, dual-use and other sensitive goods and technologies to countries and
regions of concern. We believe that our controls will be more effective by focusing
on a smaller set of the most sensitive high-end technology. In short, by controlling
leas, we can control more effectively.

SPAWOLY

Senator MCCAIN. Regarding the first two Seawolf submarines;

* What is the current cost estimate for each of the first two Seawolf submarines?
How does this cost estimate compare to estimates provided last fall, as well as since
the inception of the program?

+ Are there any currently projected contract adjustments for these two sub-
marines which may result in a requirement for additional appropriations? If so,
please explain in detail the amounts invelved and the reasons for potential cost in-
creases in either submarine.

ing the third Seawolf submarine, for which approximately $900 million has
already been appropriated:

. at is the current status of appropriated funds for the third Seawolf? How
much of this amount has been cbligated and expended? Are any additional funds
required to fund the s]:ugram: intended to be funded by these appropriated
amounts? If the third wolf submarine were canceled todag, what mld%e the
termination costs associated with the third Seawolf submarine?

s What is the current budgeted amount for eomgleetion of the third Seawolf sub-
marine? When is the third Seawoif anticipated to be comple luumin%pllnned
procurement is fully funded in a timely fashion? Are additional f submarines
included in the P or pllnnir}g beyond the FYDP?

o If the third Seawolf is the final Seawolf submarine to be built in the program,
what will be the total program cost for the three Seawolf submarines, including all
procurement, R&D, and any other funds expended in support of the program?

Becutlrg Y. The current cost estimates for SSN-21 and 22 are $2,395
million and $2,278 million respectively. These estimates are identical to those pro-
vided in the fiscal year 1993 Ship Cost Adjustment and by Secretary Dalton in his
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::ett.er, dated September_ 13, 1893, to the House and Senate Armed Services Commit.

Chairmen apd ranking minority members.

In 1988, $1,727 million was appropristed for the SSN-21 and in 1991, $1,785 mil.
lion was lg ropriated for the EgN-zz. As GAO noted in its August 1993 report
{GAO/C-N 83-171, Code 384485, OSD Case 9369), a majority of the cost
growth in the Seawolf program is attributable to: (1) the early truncation of the pro-
gran, including increased labor rates and the vendor materia] costs and allocation
of management cost to the two remaining SSN-21 submarives; (2) the impact of the
?olart h]nﬁ:d lfﬁp work order on the &§N-22 schedule; and (3) correcting the HY-

we, problem.

There are no currently projected contract adjustments acd to minimize any fur-
ther increases, the program manager and the shipbuilder have teamed to
focus aggressively on the program’s top challenges. They have initiated significant
management eflorts such as establishing an extensive program/eonstruction man-
agement team to resolve quickly iuuelngue to construction problems or delinquent
material. The shipbuilder and the Seawol/ program mansger conduct monthly hot
list meetings and quarterly production proﬁreu conferences. These meetings allow
for continuous dialogue between the shipbuiider and Seawolf program manager, im-
pmvintg the responses to issues concerning design, construction, materials and cost.

Of the $922 million that has been approprinted for the SSN-23 use, $500 million
has been obligate for SSN-23 material and $298 million has been expended as of
February 28, 1994. No additional funds are needed to complete components pro-
cured with funds provided for SSN-23.

If the contracts for SSN-23 components were terminated, the government's liabjl-
ity would be nspmx.imltely $20 to $50 million. In addition, without SSN-23 the gov-
ernment would incur additional overhead costs on existing submarine construction
contracts at Electric Boat,

In addition to the funds previously provided for the SSN-23, $1,548 million is re-
quired in fiscal year 1996 to eomplete SSN—23. This amount is included in the De-
partment of Defense Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) and the planned deliv-
ery is fiscal year 2002. The third Seawolf is to be bm:ﬁnt in fiscal year 1996 to
bridge a pm{ﬁned ap in submarine production prior to start of the New Attack
Submarine (NSSN). Gurrently there kre no sdiiionsl Seowall i Tarrack
in the FYDP or planning beyond the FYDP.

The total Seawol! Program (SSN-21 thrm;gh SSN-23) cost will be $12.9 billion.
This amoust is reflected in the fiscal year 1995 Congressiona! Data Sheets and the
December 31, 1893 Selected Acquisition Report.

NEW ATTACK SUBMARINE

Senator MCCAIN. What are the current estimates of costs to completion for the
NAS? What is the amount appropriated to date? How much is included in the
FYDP, by year and by account, for this program? When will the New Attack Sub-
marine pr'}ocurement begin? How many submarines are planned in this program pro-
curement

Secretary PERRY. The projected total costs for the New Attack Submarine
(NSSN) assume procurement of SSN-24 in fiscal year 1996, NSSN lead ship author-
iration in fiscal year 1998, a 30 ship buy (standard quantity for life cycle cost esti-
mation), a 30-year service life and 1993 market conditions. The program costs in-
clude all development, procurement, operations, maintenance and disposal and are

as follows:

Development (TY) $3.497
ve 4
Prncunp:::t (TY) 57,839
Operations & Maintenance (TY) 68,107
Program Total (TY) $130,443

The appropriations to date, all RDT&E, are shown in the table below.
Millions
Fiscal year 1992 $228
Fiscal year 1993 6.8
Fiscal year 1994 393.3

-
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lo'l‘he amounts ($M TY) included in the FYDP for the NSSN Program are as fol-
ws,

Fincs] yoars
1996 1096 1997 1908 1999
RDT&E $508 70 $520 $442 $258
SCN 698 652 2,858 891
OPN 3 8 12
O&MN 2 5 9

Milestone I approval of » new attack submarine in the near future would support,

a plan to sward & contract for construction of the second submarine of the class in

year 2000. The total planned procurement of NSSNs will be that required to
satisfy the submarine force revel requirements,

% -
QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DIRK KEMPTHORNE

NAVAL FORCES IN BOMALIA'

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Secretary Perry, is it your understanding that the Byrd
- amendment would prohibit you from maintaining naval forces off the coast of Soma-
Lia after March 317 Also, what impact will that decision have on cur ability to evac-
uate U.S. marines and diplomatic personnel from Somalis after Murch 817

Secretary PERRY, Bm'n.ngpe uirements elsewhere in the Central Command Area
of Operstiona (AOR), the Peleliu Amphibious Ready Group (ARC) with the em-
barked 11th Marine tionary Unit (MEU) will remain in international waters
in the vicinity of Somalia until the first week of May. It is clear that the Byrd
amendment limits the expenditure of funds for operations of U.S. Armed Forces in
Somalia beyond March 31. %{ ita own terms, however, the Byrd amendment in no
way affects the authority of the President, under the domtitution, to take those ac-
tions necessary to protect the lives of American citizens. Consequently, I do not be-
he;e lt.}mg B)_r:;d;:.nmendmnt will have any significant impact upon our ability to evac-
ua . il ..

BOTTOM-UP REVIEW

8enator KEMPTHORNE. Secretary Perry, in response to written questions for your
confirmation hearing, you said the United States needed to fund certain foroe “en-
hancements® in order io fulfill the requirements outlined in the Bottom-Up Review.
Can you tell me where those enhancements are funded in the fiscal year 1995 budg-
et and when will these additional capabilities be deployed?

Secretary PERRY, The enhancements to which I referred in my previous response
included the following:

* Substantial improvements in strategic mobility.

* Improvements in the strike capabilities of aircraft carriers.

o Increased lethality of Army firepower.

* Improvements in the ability of long-range bombers to deliver conventional
smart munitions.

+ Initiatives to improve the readinees and flexibility of Reserve companent forces.

Taking each enhancement in turn, F will discuss what was envisioned in the Bot-
te:lx‘n-Up iew (BUR) and to what degree the enhancement is presently being fund-

Stntﬁ Mobility. The BUR called for im&lementing the ﬁnd:‘ilzﬁl of the Mobil.
ity ments Study (MRS). Specifically, the BUR recommended replacing our
aging C-141 transport fleet; placing an Army heavy brigade set of eg:ipment afloat
as well as creating additional brigade sets of heavi equipment in Southwest Asia
and Korea; pm'chuiﬁ additional roll-on/roll-off (RORO) shipa to increase the cnrpu:-
ity of our surge sealift fleet; and improving the readiness and responsiveness of the
Ready Reserve Fleet (RRF) as well as improving the “fort-to-port™ flow of personnel,
equipment, and supplies in the United States.

As you know, due to design and developmental problems, initial C-17 production
has been limited to 40 of the originally planned 120 aircraft, and the contractor has
been glaeed on probation. We will review the contractor's probationary status and

sibly commission additional sircralt in 1996. The 1995 budget for the C-17 is
13,94(;?2.9 million (APAF, Lines 6-7). The 40 aircraft are acheduled for completion in
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The Army will have one heavy brigade set of equipment, consisting of two tank
and two mechanized infantry battalions and support uaits, afloat by June 1884 The
remainder of the equipment ﬂme& to be placed on ships will be loldedAb.}' 1998,
Afloat prepositioning is allocated $203 million in the 1995 budg]et (OMA, BAZ, Mobi-
lization). The equipment set in Kuwait is being funded primarily by the government
of Kuwait. The other equipment sets for Soulgwelt Asia and Kores are still in the

lanning stages.
P C:omael'nj.nhgge the Army itioning ships and additional surge sealit ROROs,
the Navy is purchasing ships with moneys F:om the Nationa! Defense Sealift Fund.
?6011995' the Navy has allocated $509 million All 19 ships should be purchased by

The RRF readiness improvements are funded in the Department of Transpor-
tation's budget across various MARAD line items. The readiness and Tesponsiveness
improvements funded since the end of Operation Desert Storm will cover all lln‘g-
b& 1995; these improvements will stay in place as permanent enhancements to the

The so-called “fort-to-port” improvements consist of improving rail and port infra.
structure, impreving command and control at and airfields, purchasing and
positioning rolling stock and containers, and conducting training, $167 million
ﬁ: been sllocated to these initiatives in the 1995 budget (these funds are appor-
tioned among OMA, OPA, and RDT&EA funding categories).

Navy Dt.:ﬂn Capabilities. To improve the strike capabilities of sircraft carriers,
the Navy is undertaking the following: providing a precision ground attack eapabil.
ity to many of its F-14 aircraft; beginning scquisition of pew, highly effective anti-
Armor munitions for delivery by sttack mireraRt; and developing plans to fly addi-
tional pilots and F/A-18s t forward-deployed aircraft carriers thet would be first
to arrive in response to & regional contin . These latter aircraft would increase
the ‘nk:ing c:rer of the carniers during the early ol a eonflict. :

The 199 dget allocates $130.8 million for the F-14 ground attack improve.
ments (APN, Line 23). Initial operating capability (JOC) for these F-14a will be in
1998, with dpr?nm completion (210 aircraft) in 2008. 19095 Navy funding for the

0 Weamln JSOW)Skeet amounts to $25.5 million (RODT&EN, Line
g%)z 10C is acheduled to oceur in 2000, with program completion acheduled for

Army F‘Intg:w-. The Army is developing new, smart submunitions that ean be
deliversd by Tactical Missile System (ATACMS) and by standard tube ar-
tiliery. Additionally, the Longbow fire control radar system will increase the effec-
tiveness and survivability of the AH-64 Apache attack helicopter. The Army is also
examining the possibility of prepositioning ATACMS and the Multiple Launch Rock-
ot System (MLRS) and of having A; self-deploy from their overseas bases to
crisis areas to be available in the early stages of a conflict.

The smart submupition referred to in this instance is the Brilliant Anti-tank
(BAT) mubmunition. The 1895 budget allocates $109.1 million to BAT development,
including its carrier (RDTREA, Lipe 121). BAT procurement is scheduled to end in
2006, ATACMS rement for 1995 amounts to $115.9 million (MPA, Line 14).
ATACMS Block f procurement is scheduled to end in 1996; rement for the BAT
capable ATACMS is scheduled to end in 2006. The 1995 budget allocates $117.6 mil-
lion for the Longbow fire control radar syatem (APA, Line 18). The final Longhow
conversion will be completed in 2009.

Air Force Bombers. Air Force enhancements will be in two areas; bombers and
munitions. First, the Air Force plans to modify B-1 and B-2 bombers to improve
their ability to deliver “smant” conventional munitions inst attacking ene
forces as well as fixed targets. Second, the Air Force is deve ping all-weather muni-
tions capable of attacking and destroying critical targets in the crucial opening days
of a short-warning conflict. Of particular interest was imprwiw our precision anti-
armor capability gr mleﬂﬁn%the purchase of Sensor Fuse eapons (SFW).

1995 funding to upgrade the B-1 bomber amournts to $219.4 million (APAF, Lines
1, 21) for procurement and $74.1 million (RDT&EAF, Line 67) for RDT&E. 1985
funding to upgrade the B-2 bomber amounts to $449.5 million (APAF, Lines 2, 20).
The B-1 bomber upm;l are due to be completed in 2004, while the B2 um
will be finished in . The Air Force’s munitions emphasis is on Sensor
Weapons (SFW), which is allocated $113.5 million in the 1995 budget (WPAF, Line
BO). SFW procurement will be completed in 2002.

Resarve Congonent Initiative. Concerning the Reserve componenta, the Army
National Guard has identified 15 brigades to achieve enhanced readiness, and the
Army has initiated a number of programs to ensure that both the Army National
Guard and the Army Reserve are better able to respond to crises. Among these are
initintives 10 increase the percentage of prior service personpel in the Reserve com-
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ponents, to ensure Active component participation in the RC ﬁmmotiou process, to
ensure Reserve noncommissioned oflicers (NCOs) attend the appropriate NCO
schooling, to assese annually the medical and dental status of reservists, to increase
the use of combat simulators in the RC, as well as to increase Active component
unit nm:ibi]itiel in training Reserve units. Of the 18 initiatives listed in Title
X1, the ihu already fully or partially implemented 12.

No funds have been specifically allocated to these initiatives in 1995, By 1996, the
Army will begin to allocate resources to these programs. Nevertheless, the Arm;
had already instituted some programs to improve readiness prior to enactment
of Title XI, including increasing use of simulators for training and integrating re.
serve NCOs into the NCO education system. Some costs, amounting to approxi-
mately $23 million, are embedded in the Active budget to enhance RC training,
training support, and inspections. The Army is presently in the process of
dinaggregating sl such cost data to identify them more clearly in the 1996 budget.

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Secretary Perry, the pro fiscal year 1995 budget
would reduce the formula, by 1 percent, that the United States haa traditionally
used to calculate the cost of living increase for military perscnnel. Given the fart
that military personnel are already behind their rrivnt.e sector counterparta in pay,
won't this new formula insure that the wages of military personnel will y-aduaﬂvy
fall further and further behind workers in the private sector under the Clinten
plan? If this is true, what impact will this declining salary have on recruitment, re-
tention and readineas?

Secretary PERRY. The President's budget, calling for & temporary 1-percent reduc-
tion in paﬁincmuu, wag based upon two principles—spending restraint and shared
sacrifice. Budget discipline fosters economic strength that is vital to the Nation's
Jong-term security. I suspect that our service members and civilian employees un-
derstand the for certain sacrifices, and I hope that understanding will mitigate
the effects on morale and readiness. However, readiness and force quality will be
carefully monitored; if we see signs of a deterioration, we will take corrective action.

O&M FUNDING INCREASE

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Secretary Perry, the Department of Defense has passed out
charts and graphs stating that there is a $5 billion increase in Operations and
Maintepance funding. However, as I understand it this budget counts peacekeeping
expenses and environmental programs as “0&M" funding. Can m give me a break-
down o¢n the O&M funding account? Also, how much funding the 1995 budget
provide for war reserves, major spares and depot level maintenance?

Secretary PERRY. You are correct in that the O&M accounts provide a wide vari-
ety of programs, inc}ud.inguthe Defense share of international peacekeeping efforts,
aid to the former Soviet Union, disaster assistance programs, environmental res-
toration programs, and counternarcotic programs. The preponderance of the fund-
ing, however, goes to finance military operations and defense-wide activities in sup-
Bort of those operations. At the attachment is a break out by appropriation of the

&M Title. Amounts included in O&M for depot maintenance in fiscal year 1995
for both the Active and Reserve forces is $7,232 million. Simglarly, the amount for
major spares is $5,635 million. War reserve funding of 5.1 millibn in fiscal year 1995
in requested as a direct appropriation to the Defense Business Operations Fund and,
as such, is not included in the Q&M Title.

0&M TOA BY SERVICE BY APPROPRIATION
{Duliars in millions] |

il st Facimar Pl I98OM 195498

9 actesl 199 sgimxty 1995 wstimate gy change
Ay $22,582 4 $19.484 3215243 ‘-4.334.0 $2.215.%
Amy 19,2328 15,9404 178210 -3.2924 18005
. 10312 1075.1 12537 Ny e
L1007 2,2304 24471 ~7193 2167
21 25 2% -1 -
vy U607 2111 4049 -14198 131338
vy 2,480 200322 212272 -12108 1,100
[ 7 Y - O —— 19688 18517 19184 -1 0.7
L L [ ] 1631 8278 -101.2 W7
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OkM TOA BY SERVICE BY APPROPRIATION—Caontinued
{Dellers in milions}
NS
Macine Corps Resare . _________ 11 | B [ 18] - 1 ~16
ar Ferta nan2 21505 342 03 157
Nir Force 19,0661 191828 19,0770 1187 ~1058
A Foce Reserwe . LN} 13354 14100 14 uis
Air Mationel Guerd ..o 15623 26323 1,102 o urs
Defomsowido pad Other . ____ 211832 76610 nuio 1.507.8 L0
Defensewide ..o 60122 483.6 10.223.1 4164 ms
n Gereral 1%.1 1374 1282 15 -4
US. Court of Mildary Appmals .__________ 56 59 62 A 3
Summer OmDICS .......cocmn e rssmremsreires 2.2 17 T = 3 =21
Werld University Games §3 b - ~28 =25
World CD oo e [ Y] [ ¥4 —_ -26 -62
Real Property Maintenance Transter ... 17203 — —_ -17203 —
DOD Reinvestment for Economic Growth ... 4820 —_ - -4620 -
Environmenta! Restorstion ... .. —_ L9650 11002 19650 252
Drug Imerdiction ... oo cene —_ [ ¥ Tid2? 8682 =150
Oetense Heslth Program ..o ... 9.50%.7 4,600.3 14222 n 3219
L A s 1080 73 -406 =31
Ousaster Rebel ..o N4 150 —_ -9 -150
* itemations! Pescthmeping - - M0 - - 000
Former Saviet Union Threat Raduction .......... - 4000 400 400.0 -
Fayment to Kaho'slewe Islend ... - @0o _ 8.0 -800
Tetal Obligation Authority ... ... 90,766.% 87,8009 92,8615 -2%56  + 50808
Finencing Adjustments _____ .. - 14543 -3359 +221 +§584 +9519
Totol Budget Authorty ... $89.1723  S$BEBES]  $52BA3F -$23072 360185

NOTE: Total moy oot add don o smeding.
PEACEKERPING OPRRATIONS

Senator KENPTHORNE. Secreta Perr‘.l ia it true that the DOD budget will be
used to pay the U.S. share of the ]anited ation’s assessment for Chapter VII peace-
keeping operstions under the new Presidential directive? Alss, what is the esti.
mated cost of this azsessment in fiscal year 19957 Will DOD pay for Chapter VI as-
sesementa? Has the DOD budget been used before to pay the US. assessment from
the United Nations?

Secretary PERRY. Under the fmvisions of “shared responsibility” the Department
of Defense will be m&nsible or paying UN. assessments for Chapter peace
operations and those Chapter V1 operations that invoive U.S. combat units. The fis-
cal year 1595 budget request includes $300 million for that pu . While DOD
fun!u have never been used to pay UN. assessments before, we believe that when
the United States has combat units involved in a UN. mission, or when the oper-
stion is likely to involve combat, that the Department of Defense is better able to
manage the interagency process. As the lead agency for these ogerltionl, DOD will
not only assume responsibility to fund UN. assesaments, but we wil} also be
designated as the lead agency for the development and management of the policy.

READINESS

- _Senator KENPTHORNE. General Shali, last year the service Chiefs, including the
Chief of Staff of the Army, General Sullivan, testified that cur forces were on the
“razor’s edﬁ:: of readiness.” The proposed 1995 budget includes additional cuts in de-
fense spending. Will these cuts increase or decrease the readiness of our forces?
General SHALIKASHVILL. The cuts you refer to in the fiscal year 1995 bu will
not decrease the readiness of our forces. Those cuts are in rement: and | share
Secretary Perry’s assessment that they pose no danger. The force is Leing cut by
a third, and fewer troops need fewer weapons. The defense build up of a decade age
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gave the military an sdequate inventory of weapons that we can live off for a few

ars.

ye'l'he fiscal year 1995 budget in fact, increases the readiness of our forces, funding
for operations snd maintenance snd Jepot maintenance will increase 5.8 and 20 per-
cent respectively. The compound effect of increased readiness lpnd.ln! and a small-
er force would mean that in 1995 the Air force would have 11.7 percent more operat-
ing money per plane, the Navy will have 10.7 peroent more per ship, and the Army
increase works out to be 14 percent more per unit,

Senstor KEMPTHORNE. Secretary Perry, the ﬁlcllgelr 1995 R&D highlights in-
?ludc:wﬂmiﬂionnductioninthe B-2 program. Can you explain this reduction
or me?

Secre! PERRY, The $377 million reduction from fiscal year 1994 to fiscal year
1995 for B-2 Engineering and Manufacturing Development (EMD) reflecta d-
unled completion of development efforts. Because of the high degree of concurreacy
in the developmental pro and the requirement to retrofit five developmental
test aircraft 1o the final block 30 configuration, there will be & continuing need for
EMD fupds through the FYDP. With exception of retrofitting early aircraft to
the Block 30 configuration, the nguired Jevel of funding will decrease developmental
activities continue to be completed.

NATIONAL SRCURITY PROGRAMS FUNDED IN THE DOK BUDGET

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Secretary Per?v can you comment on the national wﬂlﬂ
programs funded in the Department of Energy budget? Specifically, will the fi
year 1995 budget lead to unilateral U.S, nuciear disarmament because of a failure
10 move forward on a new source of tritiom production?
Secretary PERRY. Naticnal security programs are funded at the absolute minimum
level in the fiscal year 1995 Department of Energy budget. Funding for these very
must increase in subsequent years’ budgets to maintain the

important programs
u};toy. mul:'lr: and reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons ltockﬁi]e. A new source -

of tritium uction is essential to ensuring the viability of the US. nuclear wea
ons stockp .Thedaci.liononlnewmmmultbemldemlnermumm&
for the required funding to be inclided in the fiscal year 1096 budget.

FISCAL YBAR 1996 BUDGET

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Secretary Perry, ean you tell me how much “savings”, from
the Bush administration’s Defense Management Review (DMR) are included in the
Clinton 5-year defense plan?

Secretary PERRY. The Department of Defense estimates that $46 billion are in-
cluded in the Clinton 5-year defense plan, This is an estimate because the De
ment no longer tracks DMR Decision savings, following the recommendation of the
Odeen panel that tracking be discontinued.

ARMY MODERNIZATION

Senator KEMPTHORNE. Genera! Shali, in December I read news stories asserting
that an Army study had warned of possible equipment shortages because of defense
cuts. Can you comment on that report? Also, are concerned that the Army will
Irmt'it.'zl technological superiority because of the mltic decline in Army procure-
ment fun

General SHALIKASHVILL. I am unable to comment on the specific newspaper re-
ports; however, I can comment on the impact of the decline in Army procursment
and its potential impact on our technological superiority.

The smalier the o bmx-uwemnﬁnm?bnd:mrhmwvm%
danznlﬂ;hmﬂﬁli ation, more modern and technologically superior its indi-
mx dee etr:nu must Peeume to retain the needed upubiliities. *nt %‘tﬂ

udes process of integrating new doctrine, organization, training, r
velopment, and materiel to ﬂeldng force with capabilitiea needed to wage warfare
under our joint warfighting doctrine. Today’s fiscal reslities will limit the extent of
new materiel procurement and favor modernization by component uggnde referred
to as Horisontal Technology lntggﬂtion. Two of the most hiﬁfliy visible of these ef.
forts include the ®own the night” and digitization of the eld. The application
of these enabling technologies across multiple weapons systems within the pro-
vide a cost-effective approach to modernization that will maximize the return on the
limited resources available for modernization.

Within the context of current fiscal limits, the Army budget provides a reasonable
balance Amnn%the competing imperatives of readiness for current npnti?ﬁi -
tainability for longer term conflicts, and investment in new capabilities. I con.
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tinue to monitor this balance through the PPBS 28 to ensure the Army is
ouipped to PERD these missione the Brertteon g B GiCo enmure, the

PEACEKRERPING OPERATIONS

Senator KEXPTHORNE. Gepera! Shali, the 1995 budget contains funds to train
forces to perform peacekeeping operations. What type of training would this be and
::b yﬂ';u n;e peacekeeping responsibilities detracting from our forces warfighting ca-

ilities

General SHALIKASHVELL | don't believe that pemkeepinguruponlibihtiel are cur-
rently detracting from our forces warfighting capabilities, but I do believe this is an
area we must watch closely,

I that we will see a continuing series of nontraditiona! challenges for our
Armed Forces in the future, from peacekoeping and humanitarisn assistance to our
ecounterdrug efforts. I nally believe these are things the military can do well.
We must remain mindful, however, that our primary mission is to maintain a bal.
anced fighting force prepared to fight our wars. A highly trained, balanced force is
our best suuuntee that we will be prepared (o meet whatever challenges arise. This
is especially important te keep in mind as our Armed Forces become smaller.

ile we -:uf"hm the capacity to participate in & number of nontraditional mis-
sions without large impacts on our warfighting capabilities, common sease would
tell us there is an upper limit. We should continue to carefully review our particips-
tion in these operations on & case-by-case basis, with a cautious eye toward their
cumulative im op our ability to perform our primary mission.

Regardi fisca! year 1995 budget and the types of peacekeeping training in-
cluded, there are no budget line items clearly associated with eeping training,
per se. Here, | use the term pescekeeping in its broadest sense; what we are more
apt to define as peace operations,

Peace operations encompass a wider spectrum of ible mimsions vu'yini‘i.n
scope, intensity, and duration. It includes all actions taken, either by the United Na-
tions o l'éﬁionnl vﬁmintiom. under the suthority of Cinpher (UN. Charter)
or those Chapter operations mot involving the use of unrestricted, intense use
of combat power, to fulfill & mandate. These peace operations, therefore, may range
from traditional puwkoesing (largely noncombat military operations, exclusive of
self-defense), to aggravated pescekeeping, or peace enforcement.

As I noted earlier, while there has been much discussion about the need for spe-
cial training to support peace operstions, there are no lifliﬁunt funds set asi
or specifically identified for r“cr year 1995. However, we have routinely eonducted
some train.up for forces deploying in support of the Sinai peacekeeping mission.
This effort has been relatively Limited in scope and effect.

nerally, since the peace arena is so broad and due to the extent of resource con-
strainte facing us today, our training efforts remain primarily focused on
warfighting. Special additional akills are generally trained only when needed, and
are iﬁe to very specific mission and task irements. The resources to truin
these siills are drawn from the same funds as those required to train for combat,
Our intentjon is to continue to prepare for real-world missions—assigned or antici-
pated—and those missions will remain the basis for our training efforts.

The CINCa and services, who are primarily responsible for mission execution, re-
main the primary trainers and managers of resources. USACOM, for example, has
not budgeted any resources specifically identifiable for peace operations training for
fisca! year 1995. To meet ﬂgeir responsibilities, including their Fjoim. warfighting
training requirements, they will focus their efforts on Joint Task Force (JTF) train.
ing. These efforts are intended 1o lay the banis for both warfighting as well as pesce
operations. As another example of some things we are doing, many of our training
¢centers have included some peace-specific 8 in their training scenarics. Again,
however, these tasks have been included in otherwise normal (read warfighting)
unit training rotations. K is difficult, therefore, if not misleading, to attempt to nep-
arate out the ific increments of resources used to support such efforta.

Regarding wmther I e ncekee{s]ing responsibilities detracting from our forces
warfighting capabilities, I offer the following:

“ Clearly, there are costs aasociated with every mission we perform. Whether peace.
keeping or warfighting, each mission necessarily limits what we cap do in support
of other missiona. This is particularly noteworthy Eiven the inmninf rescurce limi-
tations impond':{‘the cusrent drawdown. There isn't a dearly quantifiable tradeofT
(one-for-one or otherwise) between warfighting and peace operations capabilities.
Depending on & whole host of variables—i.e., mission, the regicn, the time/dis-
tances involved, environment, or the lyEel and pumber of units involved—training
and deployments for peace operations have probably helped, as well as hurt, our
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warfighting capabilities. In fact, many of our units and le have invalu-
l}:le ex::llfenoe over the past 2 or 3 yyeu-l, while deployepcl‘%% other war types
of operations.

re is & force structure issue, however, which concerns us and which we are
still in the ss of studying. For example, peace operations have demanded more
of cur combat support (CS) and combat service support (CSS) organizations than
would be the case, if we were focused on strictly combat operations, For certain criti-
cal support units such as civil affairs battalions, tactical satellite companies, termi-
nal service companies, and svistion maintenance companies—Active component—
current requirements exceed the number of units available. This suggests the U.S.
military may not be optimally structured to meet both our warfighting requirements
and the new irementa associated with peace operations; more a problem of
shape than size. Unfortunately, any significant attempt 1o reshape the force, L.e., in-
crease the or CSS structure, would most likely have to come at the expense of
combat power. The bottom line here, however, is we still need more information and
analysis; we are not in a position to clearly define the nature or extent of the trade-
offs which may be required.

Finally, ing readiness will remain a concern for combat units. In spite of the
experience gai E units involved in peace operations may require & i ﬁ’."
riod before they are ready for another deployment«-—-dzpendini‘on type of unit, what
missions they were d:erforming, and duration of deployment. Further, time required
for retraining will depend on the availability of tra resources, unit gize, train.
ing readiness level, and required unit readiness levels. Battalion-size units deploy-
ing for multinational forces and observers (MFO) duty in the Sinai required 3
months before and after the mission for training. In a worst case situation, & battal-
ion-sized unit eould require up to 6 months to retrain following a peace support op-
eration. Six months is the ippmximnu duration of & National Training Center
(NTC} train-up and rotation. ade or division-sized units could require ever more
time for retraining due to the additional echelons likely to be involved and the wide
range of resources which must be made available.

V=22 PROGRAM

uﬁ‘““’vm' Famt V23 prograns Under this boden onen e fretch oot the vl
ly imy ~22 program? Under this t, when woul e marines fie
the first V-22 aircraft?

General SHALIRASHVILI. Modernization of the Marine Corps medium lift helicopter
fleet is certainly an important issue, The Deflrtment continues concurrent V-22 de-
velopment and alternative Medium Lift Replacement concept exploration and defini-
tion to determine the most cost-effective way to satisfy operational jrements.
We anticipate making this decision in September 1994. v-22 ilr:ﬁtted. pro-
duction will begin upon completion of the ong}n& enslneering and manufacturing
development phase of the acquisition process. Within the current resourte environ-
ment, our funding projections indicate :e'rrntnmd V-22 procurement. We
the first operational aircraft to be delivered soon after the turn of the century.

[Whereupon, at 7:05 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]




